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o The National Institute on Drug Abuse publishes this landmark
. study with particular pride. Young mens' drug use has be}n
. - examined in other nationwide studies, but none before has
captured the most critical population and period of use.

. In\the late 1960's nonmedical drug use 1ncreased natlonally o
in a great, unprecedented surge. The Nation is still trying :
Lo to deal with this new, higher .level of drug use amd to under- ' (
, . -~ stand why it occurred: The young men contacted in this study. - -
. were the population on the cutting edge of this dramatic change.
This documentation of their experiences is an important,piece -

. of social history. Not only will this new knowledge help us
understdnd a very puzzling and important social change in ’
America, but it also offers cﬂues to other nat10n<1yh1ch are

- only now beginning to recognize the ‘global. 1mp11cat10ns of
these chang1ng patterns of drug use : .

.

0'Donnell and h15 assoc1ates captured the right group at the S
right time. They also managed to collect an urusually rich

. array of information. 'This first report is an encyclopedia
. of contemporary American drug use. The data provide many

. ’ possibilities for further analysis, Thys, while we work out
Vo T the implications of,this comprehensive and'detailed first -
o : ' _report, we can look forward to further understandlng from -
continued mining of .its rich data base. ) '

o . R ~ Robért L. DuPont, M.D.
",;/ Lo : L Director L
Ce : : v Natlonal Instltute on Drug Abuse
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o much

“to which so many contributed .
- Our'g a§ thatks

ingly, makes adequate acknowledgmtnt 1 possible
at .each stage from cdnception Qnwa
Special appreciation is owed'tﬁ Dr., vid Nurco, who* was pr
responsible For the contacts with. Salectiverse?vice to_obtain the’ _sa
ta-Lawrence 6. Grossman, Warden oﬁxthe\ggderal forrectﬂonal Institutio
that inmates could be intervie
\for several of thle pretests, to. D Ira Cisin ProPessor ‘SociéLogy -at
George Nashington University, crucial advice 4n g%;fegign and arrying:H

,out of the study .

' PN P :
The tasks ‘of recruiting, t aining aqd supervising interviewers, and of data
managemeng, WOuld have been ‘too gteat ‘for the resources available to the
investiga&g;s "‘An expérienced survey organization was needed, and: Templé
“University Instituae for Survey Research, in Philadelphia, was sélected
Under the overall direction of Dr. Leonard A. LoSciuto,, Director of .thé - -
InStltute:\data coIlectiqn and teduc imvolved: the efforts of the entire

i

. -

.7 permanent staff Qf {138 -interviewers.. The largest debt is-° odbd, of course,.
"' o the intervfewers, wihe with g

i perseverance and courage performed
the Hifficult task oﬁ locating espondents, persuadi g t em @f the importance

of the~study and- conducting the

- -

) - ) i Anothep contract was made with the\ﬁniversity
o . share in .the de§ign andcondudt of the study,

o}

engthy and sometimes- difficult interviews

of Califania Berkeley, to : .

Dr,-Don Cahalan guided the .

T work at Berkeley and made important coﬂtributio

ns througho ty ihe study. d
Susan- Sheffield .was active in p1anning«the study and data ‘collection, -
f&partiduiarly in the design and pretest of the interview schedule

A

Finally, thanks are owed to many who cannOt be named-
. uhfon members and others who were. interviewed in the pretests and above all
to the respondents, whose cooperation fiade the .study possib} -
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) the drugs.

.

For most drugs, half &r more of the'users usedethe d;fg less than lO.times.

Whlle use was not under medlcal direction,’ *somé “d f the stimulants,
sedatlves and especrji:y the opiat®s.is best séen as quasilmedlcal
4 v

-~
-t . -

Therdata suggest i po¥eible: decllnei¥n use -of c1garettes Such use has
-been. 1&ss " common among the’ younger - men (slightly over /60 percent of them"
hdve used c1garette$) thap among. the older men (about 75 percent)
- .»\ .

The peak;éerlods of incide Cnew caqes of use) were 19 8 72 or 1969 -73
for all drugs except alcoh .~ This is partly due{to the restricted age
range in the ;sample.
were the facts ;hat ) -

- 8

a) larger proportlons of ‘men in-the younger qohorts than in Tﬂe

older cohorts used all drugs,‘except alcohol and tobacco‘§§
. s Yo, T v
b) these younger cohorts were«larger 1n<number . {5§\§ B

E) the median age @t onset of use wa‘ilower 1n the younger than in the
" older cohorts g~ o . .
. : NN T ~ L S
A S
In addltlon, there is some suggestlongln the Qata’that eni the use of
- rugs became more widespread in the 'younger cghorts, more men in older

cohorts experlmented wlth the drugs thanfwould have ,been’ expected to do

o°® - . .} ¢ . < ".‘\Y;‘ o e > ;.,"
\ . , P ST

’ mend ' e
lefereqﬁfs betﬁchh blacks and wh1tes 1n drug use’ seem to- bL d1m1n1sh1ng'
Among. whites there is+a. stron 1nVerse relaticn’ between age and yse for '
~all ‘drigs except tobacco and alcohol; more- of. !hé'younger men have used
fFhis is not trie for blacksf_§haller proportions of the
‘youhger than the older blacks have Jsed the drugs. 1In the older

[}

horts,

' the percentages of tusers were higher for blacks thdn whites for mo t. S

drugs, but in the younger cohortQ _the drfferences were ‘negligible.’ L
- ik
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: Contr1but1ng ‘to the drug &Pldemlc of ‘the 1ate 1960s.



g "'\’_v_.‘!.'./ . . . ., IR \-.. ) X . . ) Lq-’ .
___eké;isfﬁd.iﬁdiéation of any rece&t_decline in the annual prevalence, ’
~of ude of any drug,-with the possible. exception of psychedeligs. This
'~ means that there is no basis to suggest that the drug epidemic .has* énded;
'ainal d, for several drugs, notably cocaine, th® data aré consistent with Soe
tohtinuing increase ‘in use. ' : ’

y . ,"-.,,7 N

jfrans,” whether they served only in the United States, oversead in places
R _e;_tha@ Vietnam, or in Viepnam,\show no higher ;ates-of.current.drug T ’
. yseMhan nonveterans. For tht sample.as a whole, their rates,of lifetime
( B d%e/are not §ignificant1y different from those of nonvetérans, ekcept o8 Tooa
- :>_'th4t marihuarfa and hero%? use was ﬁ{gher in a few of the eleven cohorts. W
. 5, S . . : R o . -
a 8.  Use:of aly of the nine drug classes is associated with use of all the -* SN
‘. - others. If tobacco is excluded, alcohol and marihuana were almost always y
<% 4 sfirst.and second in the time, ordeér. in which drugs were first ubed, and _
" ¥ use of other drugs was rare if aalcohol and marihuana had not been used. .
- ‘ ‘91% Reported,inzolvement ip cfiminal‘behaviér varies directly:witﬁ”drug use, . .
’ ' as do arrests,: appearances in Yuvenile courts, convictions and prison =~ .+ o *
sggtences. A S - ‘ : '

4
-

e e

. Y%. Less than’'3 percent of the sample .reported treatmamt.foridrug use. ‘The . ¢
‘ : largest number reporting treatment was for alcéhdl use but this was a S
« ' minute fraction of the alcohol users. The next largest number reported . -
) treatment . for heroin use; they constituted 14 percent of all'hetoinghsers;
. . ' One-third or more of the men who used. heroin fiost extensively were, o
o : © treated. - e T ’ ' € 3 e

‘ 1L . Many' variables are found to be associated with bSth lifetime and current - - e
oy T drug ‘use. .Use tends to be highgr:_ o B ) e

. f ,"" o L ‘

- ' " a) the larger the city'in'whiéh'men‘live&atc age 18 . o

- ~ . _
'b) among the unemployed, or part-time employges-

¢) the less conventiondl men are; in terms of a variety of indicators
of ;convenitionality, including marital history, current living » = -
N 4 . - o [
arrangements, and.expres$ed.att1tudgs o -0t :

Y ! . - : . X .
d) the lower the éducabipnal.level'@cyieved

e) amgng men-who have entefed college and report the social sciences, e
v fine arts and humanities as’ their college major. _ s .
. E] : - : - v ' : '
k . A B 14 . : -
' ° - . . ) N *
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" policy makers and other researchers/.

"numerous follow-up studies
" for addiction to herpin an

-.they had b

‘ One explanatign'for the discordant findingsA

I

_ThlS is a prellmlnary report on a study 6f

'the nonmedlcal use of psychoactive drugs

among’ young men in the United ‘Statesy;, The
data weré cotlected ‘from October, 1974, to
Mays, 1975, by interviews with 2,510 men from
an oglglnal ‘sample of.3,024. The sample

~ was’ selected by standard sampllng procedu es -

to'be representative of. all men in the -
geheral population who‘were 20 to 30 yea s
old, inclusively, in 1974. This report/is

.based on the 2,510 completed interviewg, but

it does not 1nc1ude a complete-analys's of
the data.. Its ‘aim is to make the majbr
flndlngs of the study available quickly to

. Some -
questions of importahce are ignore or treat-
ed superficially. Furkher analysge will be
completed and additibnal reports/will be
published later. A

One of the consistent findin produced in
persons treated
other opiates’

has been that nearlylall 6f the ex-addicts

relapse within a shoft geriod of time. Then,
4in 1972, the initial|péport of Robins' study
of Vietnam veterans was released.  In Viet-

nam,. 29 percent of.Robins' sample of enlisted
men used narcotics (opium and heroin were' the
only two widely available) a total of more
than X0 times and more than once a week;
further, 20 percent of the men reported that
en addicted to narcotics in Viet-
er, in interviews with the men

'to twelve months after- their

he United States, onlysone percent
hat they had. been readdicted to
ob1ns . investigation showed that

, 1nev1tab1e

nam. Howe
some  eight
return to
indicated
opiates. '
relapse wa

hinges on the fact that all of the earlier
studies were based on samples of treated
addicts. ' Persons who sought treatment or

.

" Consistent with Robins'

'result,

. populatien,

- . o

were placed in treatment programs . by the courts

were net i representatlve sample of oplate
®users; apparently they were the residue of

vthat population after repeated filtering
] operatlons hdd removed. all who. gave up the"use
- of opiates fairly ea311y

"While the Vietnam
~veterans did not constitute a. random sample
"of young American men, they were more repre-

" sentative of American youth than any sample of

treated heroin users. Thus, one implicdation’
“was that the widely held belief about-the
high probability of reelapse was not necessar-

" ily true for heroin users in general.

AJ
flndings is the
"existence of persons who have used opiates
and become addicted to them, both through

-self-administration and in thedical treatment,

but who subsequently quit using the drugs

without treatment or with only minimal’ treat-

ment for withdrawal symptoms. - Unfortunately,
estimates, of the number of such individuals’
have not been available.

The view that ideas’derived from. treatment

: populatlons may be erroneous has been suggest-
ed by 1nvest1gat10ns in the area of alcoholism.

For a number &f years, studies of alcoholics
were confined to persons in treatment for
alcoholism or Skid Row populations. -As a
lt, the image of the typical alceholic’
was that of a homeless derelljct.
were conducted on alcohol uSi»in the general
sizable numbers Af persons who
were married and employed were found to have
serious drinking problems. In short, many of
the older ideas about alcoholics had to be
discarded. ' :
These developments .strongly suggested that a
.study of drug use in the general populatlon
might increase knowledge appreciably; such a-
study was discussed by the staff of the

When studies

..

Special ACtlon Office_ for Drug Abuse Preventlon

3
W

.
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. awarded to the Unlvers1ty of hentucky. A
' contract was estabilished with the UR

'Universlty, was selected tg céllect and

and sociolpgists:in the Department of o
Sociology, University of Kentucky, and the
School of .Public Health, UanCrSICy of
California, Berkeley. Tliis led to a grant
appllcatlon “and in June, 1973, a grant was
ers1ty‘
of'Californla to share in the design axd '
execution of .the 'study, and later the
Institute for Supvey. Research, Temple

edit the data. The second vear of the s
was funded by a grant from the Natlopal
Institute - }or Drug Abuse  (Grant No. DA,
01}21). : ) o ST u

.

_RESEARCH OBJECTIVES: W

a ,.'\

g i ®
The study was to. be. natlonwlde‘and restracted
to young men. The latter st1pulatlon was‘
based, in part, on the idea introduced in
initial ‘discussions that a sample might be *
drawn from Sglective Seryice registrants.,
Howevér, the primary reason for thls(restLlc—

. tion was that funds were availabld for a study -
-based on a_sample of approx1mately 3, OOO

persons. Some forms 'of drug use. arc . N

latlvely rare, and for these drugs, ‘esti-
ltes would- have to be hased on &mall numbers,
for example, the percentage pf respondents

whd had used heroin. If the study were

restricted- to young men, the segment of the°q___

pgpulation most likely to have used drugs,
the number of users might be sufficiently

large to prov1de reasonably precige estimates.

If older men or women werg included, the '

number of drug users would be limlEed and

might be too small to pcrmit the derivation

of stablc estimates. -
. 3 \

The study was conceived in atcordance with

three broad principles. No previous drug

-study. combinés all-of them. . s

1 ”w
(a) The study would be conducted with a
sample representative of the gencral popu- ‘
latlon, rather than of c11n1cal or other-
special populatlons €

1

' "

- (b) AllL of the commonly used psychoactlve

drugs would be studied in a standard frame-

-work to allow comparisons betwecen drugs in
- patterns and correlates of use,

(c) In. addltlon, detalled information on Lhe
correlates, and consequences of drug use, as
well as the respondent's 1life s1tuat10n,
would be collected. These data could be
linked to' the respondents patterns of drug .
use. .

In these terms the study-was concerned with
the natural history of drug use: Although
this tcrm has varying connotations, they all

€

; . . . -,

share a concern with the patternlng of §.
behavior and events in time. y In previows
studies drug use has allyfbeen examined in-
terms of "ever' use or.crr usage. In the
present study, data were e collected on.
‘the=respondents” history se,

Given the restrLctlon of the sample to young e
men and the limitation on its size imposed

py the budget, four areas of focus were

listed in the grant application:

“1. The Natural History of Nonmedical Drug

Use. . Thé first goal 'was te obtain retro- . .
speckive histortes of use of ninefclasses of

_drugs (tobacco, alcohol, marihuana, psychedel-

ics, stimulants, sedatlve—hypnotlcse heroin
other opiates and cocaine) including (a)

_periods of experlmentation, (b) regular usd,
(c) cessation -and” resumptlon of use, and ( )

patterns of substltutlon, sequence,.and
simultaneous use of drugs.. Of special . o7
interests to the resedrchers were 1nstances of
cessation of use, whethe¥ or not these were
‘associated with treatment, 'and if so, with
what‘types of treatmentaxb N T

2.7 Estlmates of InC1dence and Prevalence.
The second focus was to be:on ‘age- coport
‘differences wit art1cu1ar emphasis on (a)
current use (w1th1n the past year), (b) use
within any givem ydar (1957-1974), and ¢c) .
use at~a given age for all respondents; for »
example, use at age 18. ) oo

o ' SR |

3. An Examination of thge Question of a Drug'

-

Epidemic. Attention was also to-be focused,gn
* the beljief that an epzdemlc of drug use S n

,occurred in the late 1960s andd if sych an
epidemie occurred, to chart” its courle across
the drug classes. Data were to be obtained .
on differences in' the onset, length and
decline of the epidemic by. reglon,-rpce and
other demographlc varlables.

. A .
3

4. Exploration of the Correlates and Deter-
minants of Drug Use. With drug use as a ’

" dependent variable, the fourth focus of this-

study was to determine the correlates and
possible determinants of differences in us’e,
espec1ally demographic, 1life style, life
stage, associational and attitudinal’
varlables. L A

4 -
-

‘Each bf these areas of focus ‘implied differ-
ent and to some extent contradictory
considerations in the research design. Tor -
example, with a narrow age range; the esti-
mates of the incidence and- -prevalence of. drug
use would be mpre precise, but.a narrow- age
range would restrict generalizations. On

the ‘other hand, a wide age range would give

a better chance of bracketlng the 6ccurrence
of a drug ep1dem1c, at the cost of less

L <} . . - ’

s

[
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- York, -for a scparate study.
-~not be described in this

preciscé ,Q’stim:a.tes off incidence. and ;p_re\‘/,avl_enco.
It was decided to select as the target popu-
lation thL.LUClVL-\L&T range of'meu who-would
be betwcen 19 and 30 years of age’at the time
of the inLcérview. \Younntr men vere excluded
‘to. avordn§B¥tneed ty obgiln parcntal consent -
to conduct thterviews. Older men were not
intluded because carlick studies suggested

Y that drug use would be re latively infrequent,
amonlg men gver 30 years of age Many studies:
. have shown that thé& tecn-age years are .the :
ones of greatest vulncrablllty to drig use.
cHehce, the older men in the sample would®
have passed the vulncrable years before the
presumed cpidemis began in the mid- 1960s,
while tho yJun ogr mengwould not have. It .

@,

. was .concluded that an age range of approw1- -
“mately 12 years would pcizjt comparisons of -

incidence under dlffLan
*prevalence of usce
- :

oondntlons of -
v .

Restriction QL the dvc
problem UnLLﬁOlVLd Among others, Abelson
T(1972) has il gtstud that the” number of men-
- Betweeén 19 and 30 vho would. report hav1ng
used herpin would be too small to.provide
adequate information’ about the natural
histdry of such use. btratlflcatlon of the
sample to indkcase the urobabrllty of 1nclud-
ing heroin usors was considered, *but this '

_approdch was' rejected for a numbtr of recasons.
WhllL arcas of high usc could be 1dent1ff€ﬁ
“in a nunber of citi@s,. diffefent criteria,
would have to be used from’ city to city;
conscquently, it was drffrcult to establish
.an acceptable basis for stratification.. |
Furthen, with the o <ception of New York City,.
most aroas of hlgh heroin use were dlSClnC- .
tive only i relatle, not -absolute terms. To.'

-obtain a sufficient number of respondents who -
had used-heroin;'a sizable part-of the

sample would fhave to be assigned to such
high-usc arcas, and' the cffect would be to
limit the prctlslon of cstimates for use of”
all other drugs in other arcas. ' .

range left another

.

a sctond small s1mp1c-was

the high-use arecas of New

This study w111
report, except ’
where the carly findings in New York, are
relevant to the treﬁlbllrty of the data

obtained in the nationwide durvey.

Consoquontly
sclected from

K .

METHODOLOGY . - : )
The Sample

Almost all ndtionwide samples are stratified,
-probability samples, with arcas of the
‘country seclected first, then houscholds
within the selécted'arcas, and finally
individuals®'from the sclected houscholds.

A
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-

h target. population.

- - » L

- .. K ! N
househ6ld sample seemed.to be a poor choice
for this study because it is® precisely its
target population, young men, who are least

' likely to be . found R households. Hundreds of

. thousands:of youhg men would be away. from
home, at college, or -in the a d fogces,
with lesser but not‘hegllglble numbers in
prisons or. other ingtitutionss ~ Even’ the
_Census-misses large numbers of persons, and
“it is thought that these are. mostly young
"men, especially those\who belong to minority .
groups residing in large metropolltan areas.
*This might not matter greatly in some inves-
tigations, but this study was’ of drug use,
and, there were “reasons Lo believe that those
young men who yete léast: llkely to be

included in a household: sample were most llkely

" to have histories of drug u§e

'Nhat is_most desirable'for_the selection of

a sample is a list of the individuads in the

Such a list exists or

* could be constructed from 1nformatlon avall-'
able in a number.of go ernmental agenc1es
such as the Census Bureau Social Security
Admlnlstratlon
Veterans Admlnlstratlon and—the Selective
-Service System. The most reliable source for
- this sample was the Select;ve Service System
Since 1940 almost all -yourig men in the

. United States have begn required by law to
reglster with Selective Service when they
®reach the age of 18. In actual practice,
there are two groups whose names do not .
~appear in Selective Service filés. The first
comprises those men who enlist in one of the
scervices before “the age of 18 and who rema1n
in the service'beyond the age of 26. If °
released before age 26, they were oblifed to
register; consequently, it is only: those®who
reenlist who were never obliged to register.

o The number in this group is so small thatiit
“can safely be " neglected - Coe

t

The second group cons1sts -of those young men
who' fail to obey the law; they simply do not
register and are hot detected in this »
.failure. 'Tt is, of course; impossible to
know exactly hoy many such men there are, -,
but Selective Service officials were able to
demonstrate convincingly that their number ‘4is
"small, almost certainly less.than five per-
cent of all young men.. This conclusion is
based on studies in which their statistics
were checked.agalnst census ‘data, Bureau of
Vital Statistics.compilations, and lists of
high school graduates and automobile drivers'
licens®s. One of the‘major factors~assur1ng
complete lists was gitizen involvement. Each"
locad board is composéd: o®uncompensated -
volunteers drawn from the geograjflcal area

served by the board to ass//j famj liarity with
nt

.

the neighborhood env1ronme

the . Department of Defense, the

»

&

5

7
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" that inteyviewing

R4

The age range of the sample could readily be
ttanslated into registration’ycars. Hen aged
19 to 30 in carly 1974 (whcn it was expected \
vould Start) wowld have
registered in the years 1962 through 19737
The 1973 registrations were cllmlnated
pecause in that year there was a change in -
policy, and no men were drafted-into the -
Ccrvloc‘ This did not™ remove thesobligation.
to?t ‘lSC‘ , bul there, was ton51dcra51e

. confusion about that, and for 1973 the number

o

_“vcu amneng

.becen failure to register.

of men falllng to Lgélstcr was hxghcr than -
usuad .

R L.
- )

iotrabivn sears

. 2
tnceluded the years
Victnan war, when .

? was opposition
and it seems .

oo the
o the draft among yo

lwx~onab1c to assume that ‘the proportion of

men,

men wmo” failéd oo vefister must have increased
in those years. Onck,asain, there is neither

a basis to estimate the size of the increase, -
uor- to rejectthe estimate that it was small.
thL men most opposed to the war,

the usual rcsponoc does not 'seeém to have
Rather, "almost

.all young men'continued to register, and

-vIor this' study,

‘selection.
‘list.of young men was 100 ptrcent complete,

ogponcntb of the war sought deferments or,
in some cases, left the country®*when it
dppeared that they were about to be called '~
for indtction This meant that thc1r names
apnodrcd in the Se ltctlv Service records‘

' . : . .
hcn' Sclective Service .
information scemed the ideal source for, sample .
This is wot te claim that their '

but it°did .not scem to fail far short of s
that, and it certainly had no rivals for -
completeness.  Sclective Service 1is. authorized

.by law rto release data for research purposes,

-

The samplc may b

and Mr. Byren V. U thono, Director of
Selective,Service, arranged to have only

stalf members of Local boards draw the samplc
by procédures establish by thé investigators.
He made the samplt available to the-Special .
Attlnn Office, which in turn ‘made it avail-'
able’ to the fgscarch team, This did npt
involve .the reledse -of any coiffidential infor- .
mation. {rom Sg¢leetive,Service files, such.as
clas SlllLatlonS or other Board actions.

described as a multi-stage -
stratificd random sample. The first step

had been takcen by Temple.University's
Institute for Survey Resecarch before this
study was designed.. Their sampling frame

had been copstructed as follows. The approxi-
mately 3,000 countics in, the United States
were divided into two groups. The first
included Standard Mctropolitan Statistical
Arcas (SMSAs) or combinations of contiguous
SMSAs in which the toral population was 1.8
million or more. Thesc 18 arcas included 40,
percent of the projected national population

) .
- were non-SMSA units.

:

'f .'.' ".".“\_“

r &

for the 1970 80 de adQ For admlnlstratlre

he frame with a”probability of 1.0. ‘v S

. @ \ “] B
The %em ng- countles were clustered into ;.- 0
E}lmary ampling units. . Individual’ SMSAs 7
-were recognized as separate units, and non-'
SMSA counties wefe clustered into units of
two br ‘more contlgdbus counties.; These uhits.
were grouped-into 30 strﬁta, each -with a ’
'prOJected mid-decade ﬁopulatlon of 4.2
‘million. Fifteen.werc.SMSA units, and 15
Within these groupings, .°
.pr1ma§$ sampling -units were stratified on-
~the basis of reglon /growth rate,_1ndustr1a1~
structure and, in the South, racial compos1—
tion. Within each stratum, two unlts vere _
_sclcpted\ylth a probability pro
the size of the projected mid- decade popula/)

tion: Thus, in-addition'to the 1&\areas or
40 primary sampling units; selected with
certainty, 60 units were selected with
varying probabllltles.
— "; N

A17 un1ts and areas vere’ deflnable in terms

of counties (with mjinor excéptions in New
England),,and the basic' element in' the
Selectlve "Service System wag the county.

In general the pattern-was to. have one Local
Board per county, with the exceptions that in
metropolitan areas there could be many boards

in one county, and in a few rural .areas one
within each of the registration years, .
individuals were Selected from the lists.
probabilities cancelled each other, so the ,/
net result was an equal probability sample.
‘selected the men from less populous areas had

a greater chance to be selected than men from
.Slﬁce all steps in the procedure were random,
‘the. eventual sample--3,024--should be

field work in these states would 1nvolve‘

- . -

board served $everal counties. By random
procedures' two- boards were selected in eagh
.of the 100 prlmary sampling units, and thek,
maintained by ‘these boards. Each step made
.the probability of selection dependentson

the number of men ‘in the area, and these

In less technical language, an area with many
men had a better chance to be selected than
an area with few men; but within .areas g
areas with a large populagion. Thus, it can’
be said that all young men in the Un1ted ‘
States had an equal chance to be selected.
representat1Vé\§f all young men in the
continental United States. Altaska and Hawaii
were excluded beecause of the added costs

The InterviewTSGhedule

The .interview schedule is too long to. be O
included as part of this report. Specific

items will be described as the data are )
analyzed in the body of the report. R

earchers
s
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who need to see the full schedule can obtaln

.a copy by ertlnb to de of*the authors._ ,

Y .

7 The core of the. interview,. O1ven its purposes,
had tp: be questions about. past and current
drug use. A’ recurrent problem in studies =~
such as this-is trhe numbe of ‘drugs or drug
classed to include;, wl}h a \arger number,:
more detalls,are obtalne » but more time is
requ1reﬂ to obtain themu{ The decision was
made to fecus-on ntne t®bacco, alcohol,
cannabls, psychedelics,” stigulants, sedative-
. hypnotf%?=ﬁher01n, other dplgteq and cocaine.

s

-

The same questions were to .be askbd abou't

the hlstory of. use of_eaqbwof the drugs, or
classes oE drugs, but thesq haq to be

reduc d to Q'minlmum to save.time and to-
avoid aredom, which was a problem in earlier,
longer verblon% Jf the schedule. Pretests
"also showed tha% some questions wereilrrele-‘
vant or inappropriate when asked about a

drug that had been used only a fgw times;

THe solutlon was a series of screenlng
questions ‘to determine whlch drugs had been
used and "how often, these were followed by
detailed Jgquestipns. ‘only for the drugs that
had been ‘used times or more. -

In addition to the serics of'items on drug
use, areas covered-in the 1nterv1ew jncluded
" residence ‘to ageyl8, occupatlon and education

of parents, rellgionﬂ’education brief
.occhpational history, marital hlstory,
military service and criminal belavior.

Finall the interview inluded twd short
self- administered questionnaires to obtain
factual data and some Lndlcators of attitudes
‘and values

Because ‘of delays in starting the fiéld work,
thrC was ‘more 'time for pretesting than is
usual. There was an extensive period of
informal pretesting by the investigators,
their assistants and séudzkts as the
schedule went through numerous versions,
sometimes on as féw as 'six, Lo ten men, some-
times on as. many as.30 to 60.
made to.do pretests on as wide a range of men
as.one would expect te find in a national. .
sample. Student voluntcers, kot® users and -~
~nonusers of drugs, were used. | To pretest -
on heavy users, interviews’ wefe done through
street contacts in Beg&eley nd with prisoners’
in Lexington. To inchide blue- collar workers,
'1nterv1ews were -arranged .'in Lexlngton with
members. of'a union who were on strike. These
pretests weré done over a period of several
months, and nohrecord was kept of their ’
number, but they totalled about 200. With ¢
.the excaptlon of the student volunteersg all
of the men 1ntervlewed were paid for their
tlme, usually five dollars per interview.

[

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Efforts were ‘

~ L ¢

A sy

Lot . P -
Next came' formal *pretests, with, four experi-
enced ‘interviewers-in Philadelphia, and
fifreen, some ekperienced and some not,
New York Lity. Interviewees were sclected
by household‘survey te'huiques Each of these
)steps led to revisions in the format, ‘question
‘content and wording, as well as to ellmlnatlon
of many questions. A final pretest in -

in

Phlladelph1§”was conducted by -three experlenced

interviewers ‘and several of the Temple ,
staff members who would be supervising .field .
work. " Thes interviewees were selected from
Selective Service registrants not indluded in -
the sample.. In all of the formal pretests
interviewees werd paid '$15 per interview, as §
was planned in the study. Thus, allyaspects
~were pretested béfore the field work'began.

- I .
.Data Collection Lo . '

‘A togal-of slibhfly morl than l60 1nterv1ewers,

¢ most fwith experience in other studies; were

”-recru1ted because of ;the subJect matter of
L%IS study, a special effort was’ fpde to

'% obtain.males, young persons and blacks, ‘but

- the modal interviewer was a mlddlevaged
mlddle clags white woman. The effects that
interviewer characteristics mhy have had on
the data collected %ill be nxalyzed in later
reports ' [ {J/ R
- ~ . . M

Interviewers -were bro‘éhlﬂlo Temple's Phila-
delphia office for foZr day tralnlng sessions,
and "five separate se%slons were conducted to -
keep “the’ groups feasohably small. About one
and a half days wére 'spent on principles off
interviewing and the recording of responses;
an equal amount of time was spent reviewing
and practicing on the schedule used in this
study? The remainder of the time was spent
on procedures for locating research- subJects,
the administrative procedures for mailing of
reports, and 51mllar matters.

Iraining continued even'aftér the - formal
sessions. On their return hone, interviewers
completed one 1n;QEV1ew w@}eh was rgturned
and edited quickly. Only 4fter at least one
‘interview had been completed satisfactofily
was an interviewer permitted to .hegin on thg
list of- cases assigned to him or her. Even .
then editing continued to be educational, and *
reque§ts were sent for answers to questions
which had been skipped incorrectly, or had

not been completed. - { ' {'

Under the close supervision of experienced
datp processors, the editing and coding were
done as the interviews were returned. In the
early wecks of data collection, special
atteéntion was paid to items which seemed to
be difficult for a uumber of interviewers,
and memoranda were prepared to give more
detailed instructionél

Ua

~
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Befbrd the field_work_began,‘changes of

faddirefs were.requested from the post office,

i

‘

afidresses obtained from Selective

vige records, some of” Wthh were then
than ten years old. . The ‘mobility, of >
ng meh betweeg the ages of 18_and 30 is
-and the work gnvolved in ohtaining
nt addresses was greater than had been
ipated. Much of it 'Had to be done in
field by the interviewers themselves,
numerous reassignments of’ ases. as

cha ges of address were discovered 'Toward

‘t e central offlce of. the Instltu forv
Ils and writing letters to pursue all

‘vallable leads. ¥ - N ' .

jvitwers found different methods to be effec-
tive in securing interviews; as a result, no

: geperal procedure tvas required of all inter-

lgtters were sent to subJects to upda g -

emple s experlence was that dlfﬁerent inter-

vilewers. The ‘most freguent approach, however,
was to telephone, in Srder to make .an appoint-

study was described only in genefal terms,
‘but- the ! content apd purposg of the intervie

-ment for .the interview; by telephpne the ,
é/

.
were described 'in some detail when the

1nterv1ewer met the subject.

The men_ 1nterV1ewed were pald a flat ‘fee of
$15 for'the time they spent in the’ interview.
This was phid in the-form of a money order

,at the end of the interview. Since there

was no-variation in this procedure, there is

no way jto measure its éffect. The interview-

ers beﬁleved that the majority of the subjects.

would have been WLlllng‘to be interviewed -
withiout any pdyment, but that a sizable,
minority agreed to the interview solely or

mainly because of it. Thirty-six men in’the
sample were deceased; of the remaining 2,988,

84 percent were .interviewed, and interviews
were refused by only 6 percent of those who
could be located. Without-payments, it may
be guesged that the completion rate might
have been approximately 60 to 65 percent.

CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION'.

The Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and
Control Act of 1970 authorlzed the Attorney
General to make a grant of confidentiallty
in drug research. On October 16, 1973, the

principal investigator was’ given the grant,"

.which covered all .who worked with him oh the

Q
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project. It provided authority

to withhold the names and other identi-
fying characteristics of persgns who

,._‘,a

are the subjects offgtesearch conducted
pursuant, to and in confofmity with this
research project. You may-not be com-
pelled in any ‘Federal, State or 1oca15,
civil, .criminal, administrative,; legis- -
‘lative, or other proceeding to identify,
the,subjects of such research. RN
Thid removed fear of any 1ega1f?bmpu1sion to
.divilge information, “but the more probable,
sources of a breach in conf1dﬂpt1a11ty lie in"
the .research staff who handle the data, -and

~ steps were taken to m1n1mize that - r1sk One -

principle was to reduce to the. minimum the
number of staff members who had access to -
both the interview data and the idehtity of

the magq who had provided it. It was necesSary'
to keép these together until the interview ’

- had been edited, and until the Institute staff.

made a validity check with the respondent to
determlne that the interview had been done.°
the, hlghly trusted staff of the

" Institute hid access to the data during this,

period, - and the identifying information was
Separated frbm the rest of the schedule as
soon as sible. ~From that point on no one;
with pne exception, “couldimatch data with the
‘persons to whom they applied. The exception

.maintains a master list of names of respond-
-ents and their case nupbersli order to plan

..was the- prlnc1pa1 1nvese1gatir, 'who still”

" a secoﬁd stage of interviewing for.the sample

ds @ whole or .some sub- sample of 1t, if it .

'.should be deSLrable . - .,

- . - : -

-

This. left what is always the”major danger of-a .

"breach,in confldentiality, ‘the interviewers

themselves,. as essent1a11y the only persons in
the project.aho would know both the ldEI’ltlty
“of the;%nd1v1dua1 and the data he ‘furnished:
Thereﬁ;a no absolutely certain way to prevent
breachds by intexviewers, but the practlcal
"steps avallable Were taken,

'

First, of course, was care in the selection- of
interviewers; - Second, in.the trainifig their
responsibilities were emphasizéd. 'They were’
advised that the less they‘talkéd.about
intétviews the better. Realisticallly; it is
diffieult for-a person not to tell His or her
spouse or friends about interesging experién-
ces; conseluently, hgavy'emphasis ‘was placed
on never“naming or oiﬁérwise identifying a
respondent. One of the reasons why the

N
) lntizglewers were urged to arrange for privacy

in lnterV1ews was to avoid having a~member“
of the family ‘overhear anything he.said.

There was litt'le-chance that a. person’ wouLd be

assigned to intérview a man known to him or

her, but the interviewers were instructed |,

that if this happened the int&tview was.not

‘to be completed, but was to be returned for’

reassignment. . Further, if a respondent lived
! ‘
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’ed tp Srowps of students.

rarcas rrom which "the' sample
[

in the interviewer's nelﬁhborhpod so that
later soc1al contact was possible, the situa-
tion was to be discussed with the field work

-'superv1sor befoke the interview was attempted

No breaches of confldentlallty are known to
have vcclirred, and, now none can ‘oceur. The ’
valldatton .letters returned by the respon—
dents indicate strongly that they perceived
the interviewers as professionals and had no
fear thae tonfldenttal 1nformat10n mlbht be
dlbclosed . c ) .

CREDJEILITX OF THE DATA

“ - . .
cause’ the data are based on the answers the
Tespondents provided in personal 1nterv1ews,
an lmportant ‘questionsarises, namely, how
muth reliande can,be placed on . their answers?
The poss1b111ty clearly 0\15ts that when

‘respondtnts are asked about deviant and

socially dlsapproved behavior, they may
exagycrate, minimizZe or deny what they actual-
ly did.” Co T :
oy : : -
Exaggeration has been feared'mainly in
questionnaire studies of school samples,-
especially when quvstlonnalras are hdmlnlster-
In interview W
studlcs .the primary concern of investi: satoyrs
may minimize ory &0y’ behavior.
methods (mployed{to assess, ths pos31b1L1ty
can. be rtpnrted at thig p01nt : .
SLHLc the’ study.was focused on drug use, the °
major question Felates to the chance that
drut use would bBe denled One approach is to
ex amlne the findings in the second sample in
New \otk-cltv That sampfe was drawn from
the arcas ‘in Manhattan where heroin use was
Known to be high during the l960s, as many as
23 bercent of the total population, aged
15-44," in some areas have been wported as
dxuy abuser', and mpst of -these a&. heroin
sers.  Thé lowest rates rcported for the
was selcelted were
3 to & percent. :
uo T ‘

Since wore males than femalos and more
younger than older males can he expected to
have used most drugs, the New York City
amplo should show fairly high rates of drug

“use if men did not deny use that had actually

O
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oceurred.

"stimmlants,
opiates,

RIC

Amony the first 140 men interviewed
in' the New York City sample, the expected

high rates of usd we re obscrved.  The
pcrccntagcs of m¢n who' reported having used
cach drug or drug class were: tobacco, 84;
'dl%nhol 99; marihuana, 745 psychedelics, 25;
28; sedatiyes, 245 heroin, 22;

36; and cpcaine, 39. . )

Second, tlie names of 100 men known to have

v

JHas bccn with the poss1b111t) that respondents -
" Two of the -

J

“Vietnam.
'1nd1v1dua1 drug histories;

S . . N
~ = : . A o
s .

used drugs’ were obtained from a varlety of
sources--some from treatment agenc1es, sbme
from drug arrest records and Some from among
those who had tested pOSleVe JYor opiates in
Information was not supplled about
; thus, it is not
known exactly how mdny had used heroin- or
other drugs, nor how many ‘had been arrested
but® it is known ‘that the percentages should
"be high. - The Names of thgse men were added
to the ample, and they were in no way
distingddshable from the other men 'in the

’//sample,rconsequently, any difference in .

v these men were’ LnCCerCWGd

_bf the 52&men;int?rviewed, 98 percent said e

reported drug use could not be duc’ to.differ-
ential handllng by interviewers. - Only 52 of K
in the last months
‘of field work, when ak% efforts were focused

on obtalnlng as high a ~complet10n rate as
passible id the national sample, ho further
attempts were made to locate and interview -

the other 48 men.

they had used tob ccoyand'alcohol 89 percent
had used makihuana. ° The percentages who
reported use of. the remaining drugs_were:
psychedellcs, 603 stimulants, 64; sedatives,
'62; heroin, 81; opiates, 62; and cocaine, 73,
In addltxon, 71 percent sald they had had
“trouble with the law bécause’ of Lh81r drug
‘use, ‘Most frequcntly for her01n use and hext
most often for marihuana use Elghty one-

.Percent admitted they had an arrest record.

Seventy-three percent had used™a needle to
inject -drugs, and 54 percent had been treated
for drug use. In both of, these. mests then,
the data furnished by respondents were of

the order to be. expected if they wére telling
Lhe truth; there was no evidence of wholesale
denial of drug .use.

Although it has not been possible to complete
them as.yet, -further checks are possible.
Urine specimehs’ ‘werc requested from the. ,
tespondentgs; they were tested far  the . presenee
of drubs.- Howeveér,' only about 70 percent of
the men ‘furnished a urine speclmen It is

not clear how useful cthese W1ll-be, but if,

as expected, some 1nterv1eWers obtalned
specimens from almost 100 percent of their
aséigned respondents, it will “be’ poss1ble to ’
cheek the laboratory findings against the
statements of the men about their ‘drug use

"within' the precedlng 24 to 48 hours. v ’

The 1nterv1ewers rated each respondent on his -
truthfulness, and the .data will be analyzed C .
according to these- ratings? 1In addition,

‘data will be examined to see if responses

vary, or to what extent. they vary, with
interviewer: characterlstlcs including use of
drugs by the interviewers and their attitudes
toward drug use, - B R

Sl gt . -



_*1 the analysrs completcd to. this time.

“. refused the interview; in 17 additional
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_.yparticular reasgn togquestion the crcdlblllcy
of the datax ana yzed in the following L4
chapters THis statement is made with respect

Ay

o

- credibility,

| responses

! others.

‘credibility of /the

.
Another way to check the credlblllty of the

‘res onses 1is to compare the findings with

ﬁ,other studies. This will be done
rously in laxer, mbre detailed -

. reports, but it can be said’ that the exterit -

of drug use found in this study. equals or
exceeds what weuld be expcctad from comparal le

: studles.

.
-

.Those who have done simij}ar studies will -
agree that the most persyasive evidence of
though the §east quantifiable, ¢
is found in the internal consistency of the
This includes ‘not only the commou
procedure of asking the same question in
several. places, or in several forms, but in
expected relationships amOng variables. Thus,
one expects to find more, cglmlnai behavior

among the users of drugs who obtained them
only through-illegal channels than amonjg
The analysts’ have been:impressed
by the degree of such consistency found in

A

addltlonal checks on thc
ata are, possible, and. .
On the bas1s of- the ones
e dods mot appear to bé. any

Invsummary, ‘the ,'
they will be m@de.
avallable, the

“to the posglbillty of déliberately false
answers to questions. The reader is remlndcd
that . there are other . sources ‘0of error in the

'.getrospectlve reporting of data, such as . »r

.

R

\located'but w

fai.lures of memgry. Some of the men in the
sample were reporting behavior as much as

20 years before the date of the interview,
-and it would not be surprising that, when a
ﬁesp dent reported his first,use'of alcohol
“"as odcurring at age 13, the correct age was
actually 12 or 14 . :

COMPARISON OF INTERVIEWED SAMPLE NITﬁgﬂENﬁ
NOT INTERVIEWED AND WITH U S. POPULAlION

It will be recalled that the Sampllng design
produced a sample of 3,024 men. - Of, these,
2,510 were interviewad; 36 had died' 7 were
§re 1ncompetent and incapable

of being intetviewed; 174 werc located but
cases info¥mants refused to give information
on the subjects' location; 263 men had not
been located at ‘the time it bechme necessary
to terminate the field work, and 17 men had
known addresses-outside of the Ynited States,
but these became known after .the overseas
‘trips were gpmpleted or the men were not |
available when thesc trips were pade.

\ - \ .
Thé reasons why -men could not be located
‘were varled. Young men are probably the niost

geographically mobile group.in. the population,

~

.ot . ~ . - .
“ - . . v

4 - . : [3
and mamy had moved fyom thc-places where they
‘had orlglnally rcglstered w1th Selective.
-Service.® AderSbeS were up. to 12 years old
. when, attempts af tracing them began Urban
development and highway constructidn had
wviped out whole arcas in some¢ cities; as a

[y

result,, the old neighborhood no longer existed,

and there was no one availablegto.fuiish,
leads. . In-a few cases the available®informa-
tion was completely inadequate for tracing’
purposes; local draft boards had been vandal-
ized, re cords destroyed, and -all that was
kndwn was. -a-name and datc of birth. " In a

few other cases, the man's address’ was kgown,
but Ife was not available on the only trip ;t
_was cconomlcally feasible to make to.his .

. area. - One, for .example, was snowbound in-a
camp on the Alaska pipeline; another was-a
bush pilot ,missionary in North Africa, who
was avay from his basc when thc 1nterVLewcr
passed th:oubh ic. &

T ' ook
It is quite understandable, Lherefore, that
&he rate‘of complctcd.\P$crv1cws was not
figher, and field work was terminated only.
when the investigators were satisfied that
even,a sizable furthey expenditure of time
and moncy would produce only a few addltlohdl
intervicws.» : :
Subtractlo@ of the 36 who had died and the -

- 7 -who were incapable of being.interviewed
leaves 2,981 men who could have bgeen inter-.
viewegd and 471 (15.8 pcrcent) of them were
not interviewed. It is necessary,
to examine ghe extent .to which 2 ,010 "intér-

vicwed men are. representative of the, targex
populatron Y

e B

Bocausc of the LODfldChtldllLy ol the

. Selcetive’ Strvlcc Lccords, only information
that would hclp locate the. sample subjpcts .

was made available to the IcsearchCLs. There
are, Lhcrefoxc, oniy two variables on’ which

thre missing 471 men can be compared with tieo
Yglo who were 1ntcrv1cwed These are yea:
of birth and place of residence at’ the time

-+ of - roglstratlon with Selective Service.

-

«

rhe data ca ycar of birth are prcsented in
Table 1.1. It should be -noted that four
respondents gave dates of birth outside the
1944-54 range. 7Two, born in 1941 and 1942,
arce included in the 1944 cohort; these are
presumably mgn who registered later than when’
(Lhcy were lcbdlly rcqullud to erlchr and
gave false birthdates to-conceal that’ facL
Two more, born in‘1955 and 1956

in the 1954 cohort; one gave a falsc age. im

‘_opdpr-to enlist in the military early; it is

not’ known' why the-other man gave Selective
Service a different date of birth than the
one he gave to the interviewer. “Thege four
cadds represent such an exceedingly” smqll

thercfore,

9

are included:™

4
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,Table 1.1.

. . viewed,

l Yp e

\ ' .‘l .

Dlstrlbutlon of the Total Sample, Inteyviewed Men and Men Not InLer-_r‘
and of the Corrpspondlng u.s.

Male Populatxon, by Year oif?lrth

e R ¢ Tdral Sample . Interv1ewedi Not. Interv1ewed U S. Malc P0p
'& " YEAR OF BIRTH (n) Percent (n)  Percent (n) Percent. T Percent s
- . S : . =
: . . - . . : ) *
) 1944 1228 - 8 174 7. L& 11 S
‘ v ‘ . o v N N
) “us ¥ o 74 171 A S T T
‘ 46 "239 -8 196 8 B3as 9 - Ne
v - Lo - y .\ .
47 L3111 254 10 . 61, - 13 % \x e
R R 266" g 223, - .9 . .43 9. 9
' C o - : : ‘ RN = .
; 49 - 26 - 9 215 9 % 51 11 SR
-, o T ) S o M
- 1950 274 9 - 234 9 40 8 9 ‘
. st '278 9. 245 10 337 B -
¥ - . ; ) : N
.52 7300 10 261 L0 39 8 - 0 . .
530 281 g 247 107 34 7 P ‘. 10a
54 315 1 <o 290 12 T - es o s " 10 .
. Total 2981 100 2510 a7l 98 98

_a551gned

101.

" °2Fr0m Table 156 p
' tlon 1960

S

5
K

men, or of the cohorts 'to which¥Ethey are
that thelh inclusion will nog

affect the analysis presentcd in this or

(

“later reports. . ¢

» *

gyo COmpariséhs should be madé in the table.
irst, the.distribution of the total sample-

"should be compared with the total male- i

population. -For this purpose the 1960 Cénsus

\

‘percentage Qf the total number of 1nterv1owed >

data for males 5 to 16 years old were used to .-

provide an estimate of the size of the targtt
populatlon before the men registered with ;
Selective Service. While; only 6. of the - '
percentages dre identical inéthe two l
columns, thermatch is close. The larbest |
difference is two percentage points,for the
1947 cohort, and this.is exaggerated by

T

_ rounding; wlth another decimal the difference

O

is 1.2 (10.6 and-9.4). The sampllng procetlure

produced a sample truly representative of the

total populatlon with respect to year of \
birth. .

. . . .-
The ‘other comparison. that should be made is

RIC
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ITotal éxcludes 36 deggased and 7 incompetent men.

1—354,\Unircd States Summary, PC kl) - 1D, CEhSus of ?Opula;

v

13
bOCchn those men who WLre 1nterv1ewed and
those who were not. glance ‘is sufficient
to s{ow that it was thb older men who WGre
1;95 11kcly to:be inferviewed. To the
e\a§nt that age is related to ‘drug use, or’
to othcr variables cxamined in this report,
this, cdould int oduce bias into the findings;
thrs must be (;kcn into account in bonerallz-
ing from the findings obtained in the inter-
views to thc population of young men. |

The same kind of compamiscon can be -made in
Panel A of Table 1. 2, which shows the' distri-
bution of the sample by region of the United
States, as of the -time of registration ‘with
‘Selective Service.  Dita were not locaLod on
. the dler1but10n of the U.S. male.population.
_ﬁQr men ekacLly comparable with the § lective
SerVLce registrants, but becadse malé? who
.5 to l4,ycars old in 1960 could not -
differ greatly in geographical distribution,

T,Lhcy are usced for comparat1yL purposgs in

the table.

i

First, it’may-ﬁe observed that the total
e .

*\\,.-



%?;A " Table 1:2' ,Reglonal Dlstrlbutlon of the Sample, as of Dates of Reglstratlon and:
e Interv ew v - - . ‘:

' oL e . o=

| / X ‘T'T . ‘ : . v -
A, Dlstrlbutlon as of Date’ of Registratlon, of‘the Sampla, of Interv1ewed;Men and
S -~ Men Not Interv1ewed, and of U 5. Male Populationb Age 5 14 1n 19601 (Percen- M
) tages) . . C ) i ] B
\ ‘ :

R »Total Sample' InterV1ewed Not Interv wed LMale Pophlation;

;f ) ) L . (n) Percerit -~ (n) Percent- (n) . " Perceht - ?5514 in 19601
‘ Northeast - 647- 22 517 21 . 130f": 28 . 23 o
% . North Central - 882  30.. 76230 . .. 120 - 25 ,29
[T ) N . ‘ _‘ . . o - ' e
.. South - 967 = "32 Bl 32 151" . 32 R
T Westn o485 16 w1s. 17 70 15 ¢ . 16
ll A .-y','f' \'.f"," . B : - ) . S v,i'.l( : [
Total ST 2981 -y 100 2510 100, =~ 471 100 T « . 100 .
. R - . v . ;
. ':f~f, ;l B. Dlstrlbutlon ‘as of Date of Interv1ew,,of Interv1ewed Men, and of U.S. Male .
T S Populatlon “Age, 16 26 in 19702 (Percentages)
R '}. v Male Populatién: _ B
. Interviewed R . 16 26 in 1970'
S Northeast -+ . . 18i: l<f . R . ,22«; s
North Central N o 28" o , ’ - : . .
‘. South J A & S o :
West . - o1 Y - : - 18 .
. - Outside . v_' Yo 2 ' : -
" aTotal - C99. o 99
. 1Frbm Table 233, P. 1-618, United States Sumnafy; PC (1)-~1D, Census.of'Pbpulation,
) 1960. B : o
. . 2Fron Table 56,;#.,1-282, United States Summary, Part 1, Section 1, Census of ‘
' Population, 1970. S B
N \ o , ) . -
. . _:.,- N ~ Yooy i
- ' \‘ s ’
v - . 1 k
. . s
. ’ A .. .
¢ L 4 : oy .
. .10 ’50 R _
\j- F) : .
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sample is. almost perfectly representative e
-of the. populatibn with respgct to region of
reS1dence at age 18, Second,”the men who
were not interviewed were d1sproport10nately
from the Northeast--the rates of completed
‘interviews were somewhat higher in the
Western states and -even higher in the North
Ceritral states. This, too, is a potential
source of bias, but a small one; the distri-
bution .of .the interviewed men does not differ
greatly from that of the total population, g

In Panel A the address as of age 18 is used,
"whereas'in Panel B the address as of the .time
of ‘interview is used to permit comparison
w1th the 1970 Census. Because data. by s1ng1e
years of age were available, comparisons ¢an
- be'made wit actly the same age group.”
The westward®tilt of Jigration is observable
in the d1fference betWeen the distributions
for the interviewed men between.the two
panels and between. those forf the entire .
populat10n There ‘was a percentage point
. increase for the West in the‘populatlon and
‘almost the same incredse was observed among
the’ 1nterv1ewed men. Agdin, it is clearly
men. from the Mortheast WSO are underrepre-'
sented by the 1nterV1ewe men.

The only other varlable on’ whlch the inter- °
V1ewed men can be compared ith those. who
were not interViewed is the size of the city
'1n which they lived at-age 18, Because the .
m1sS1ng men reslded dlsproportlonately in the
larger cities;. th “data on C1ty size also
perta1n 'to a pokéntial sourcé of bias. These
data are preseﬁted in Chapter 4, and an '
attempt 1s,made to est1mate the effects of
this b1as/ :
! / . T

For ;{l other" var1ables, data are “available
only for the men who ‘were 1nterV1ewed A
/descrlptlon of the sample in terms of these
# variables will be presented in later

chapters in relatlon to drug use.

g

ORGANILATION OF THE REPORT . .
‘Th1s report is organlzed irrto thirteen
chapters! 'In Chapters. 2 and 3 data are
presented regarding lifetime. and current
prevalence of drug use, as well as some
correlates .of use. 1In Chapter 4. these data |
"are used to estimate the numbers of men, in ,
the approx1mately 19,000,000 represented by
the sample, who have used the varlous drugs.
'The-1ncldence (the number and percent who... -
began use in each year) of drug-usé is ‘
‘examined in Chapter 5 to shed light on the’
presumed occurrence of a drug ep1dem1c in- the
1ate 1960s. /
~ - -
FChapter 6 pertains to the contexts and

LA . : 2
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.which the men obtajined drugs, the ways they ' = -

. perceived are d1scussed in Chapter 7.

‘“report
_ tentat1ve -and 1ncomplete

. each class separately.

‘which. drugs he has used and the extent of his '

‘lates.

W

motivations of use, ‘and some. drug-related

-attitudeg: and opinions of the men in the

sample. Data are presented on the ways in
used them, ‘and the reasons given for us1ng or
not uslng the tdifferent’ drugs

The consequences of drug uge, the problems
reported by users and ‘the* benefits they o
Some - ..
of these data’became available shortly

before the deadline for completing this - .

-as a result this discussion is both

vIn Chapter 8 the relatlon between drug ‘use

dand criminal behavior is.examined. The
respondents gave -inférmation regarding ten
specific offenses rather than all of the .
offenses they may have committed. Information

‘about their contacts with the criminal
7 justice- system is also presented.

The
relation between drug use and crime is an-
extremely ‘complex one, and months of further
analysis will be needed to attempt apswers to
the, questions of greatest practical and
theoretlcal S1gn1f1cance This chapter must o
be read as only an 1n1t1al exploratlon of a
complex area. T o

Thus, the first eight chapters are concerned
with the.nine drug classes, and #he correx
lages of use are exam1ned with re#pect to

In Chapter 9 the
question of multiple drug use is addressed;
‘the time order in which the drugs were used

and the associati Qns between use ofYeach

drug and use of a¥l others are éxamined.

This approach is continued in Chapter 10 in
which the development of.a Total Drug Use
index is présented. The TDU. index gives a
score for each-respondent, taking into account

use. This 1ndex is then used to reexamine, .

-in a more par§imonious way, many of the

correlates of use noted in the earller .
chapters, as well as to examine. other corre- <
* . ." . . v--_
In the last three chapters spec1f1c questlons
of interest are examined. _Data on the
relation between military service and” drug
use are presenged in Chapter 11. Relatively
few men in.the%¥sample were ever .treated for
drug use, and the1r ‘nimber is too :small for -
detailed analysis;.buf the available data

are presented in Chapter 12.

F1nally, in Chapter 13 data on regional
variations ‘in drug use are presented. These °
data became available too 'late for detailed '
analysis, but this brief description is

. included because of widespread interest in
" regional dlfferences
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“Beforé¢ the data are presented,
priate to repeat a caution noted earlier.

_ largely on percentage differences.

- free of coding error.

CAVEATS B

it is appro-

Only a preliminary analysis of the data has
been completed. The- field work was not !
completed until May, "1975, and most of the

data were not -available uritil June; for some -

of the variables the data are rot.as yet
available. Consequently, data are presented
descriptively, and the analysis is based
More:
rigorous statistical analysis is needed, but
it will require more time than was available
for the prcparation?of'this report.

r.

‘_Although data banks are never free of error, -~
the writers -are confident ‘that the data on

which this report is based are essentially
There -are undoubtedly.
some errors in the data that can be.corrected
as analysis continues. Finally, time has '
limited the number of relationships that
could be ‘examined. The interview schedule

1

‘is.rich in varfables not yet éxamined, but

these will be covered in subsequent reports.

.In addition to thesé general cautions) a

specific caution is in order. The sample
was sclected to be, and may safely be ’
considered, representative of all young men
in the United States. Most of the analysis,
however, consists of comparison of one part
of the sample with another, and there is no
basis to-assume that all of the parts are
representative of the corresponding parts of
the populatidn.  Specifically, the sample
. : >~ h

.12

is really the sum of eleven independently
selected random samples, one for men born
in 1944, one for men born in 1945, and so on
through 1954. Each of these is a represen-
tative sample, and when these birth cohorts .
are compared with each other, differences
found between them will be real differences,
allowing for sampling error.

The situation is different when whites are.
compdred with blacks, or one region of the
country.with another. It is reasonable
to assumée that the whites in the sample are
representative of whites in the population
because they constitute 84 percent of the 2
sample. However, the blacks may not be
representative of all blacks in the popula-
tion. ‘Similarly, when the sample ‘is divided
into the four geographical regions, the four
parts may or may not be representative of '
each of the regions. As one moves to smaller

. units, such as geographical divisions, states

or cities, it becomes almost. certain that
the small parts of the sample are not repre-
sentative of the small geograph1cal units.

Caution must, therefore, be exercised_in
generalizing from parts of the. sample to

parts of the population of young men, even
though one may generalize from the whole
sample to the total population. The situation
is closely analagous to the familiar polls of
election years, which predict accurately who
will be elected President, but furnish no

‘basis to say what the vote W111 be 1n a

specific city.

>

'(\
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Measures of lifétime prevalence (defined as marihuana was used in. the 1nterv1ews in

- any use in the person"s lifetime) are crude, - reference to all three drugs, and this usage
and they are presented only "as ‘an initial will be followed in this report. It does .
way of describing the respondefits' exper- - ‘- not include THC, which was ‘counted in this
iences with drugs. .Later in this chapter ~study as a psychedelic. .Second, while
attention will be, devoted to more refined ] heroin is an opiate, there is sufficient,
measures reflectlng the extent of use. : ’ interest in it to warrant treat1ng it separate-

ly." Hence, the term opiates is used in

'Before the data on use of the drug "classes ) reference to all opiates other than heroin,
arevpresented severalvcomments about the "A similar rationale justifies separate
classifications are necessary. First, the treatment of cocaine, ]
category labeled marihuana includes use of o . -

-marihuana, hashlsh and hashish oil. This In Table 2.1 data are presented on ‘the use,
class could be called cannabls, but the term " at.any time in the man's life, including use

Table 2.1: Llfctlme Use and Total Number of Tlmes the Drugs Were Used By
‘ Drug Classes (Percentages, n = 2510)

]

“No Tess than 10-99 100-999 1,000 or

Use Used <10 times times times more times
Tobacco 1 s g 10 10 59
‘Aleohol . 3. 97 ‘f 4 135 44 '
i Marihuana 45 55, Bk w13 11
‘Psychedelics 8 . 2w s 2 *
‘Stimulants - 73 21 12 . 10 i 4 1
Sedatives . 80 ' 2o*i .10 vy 2 . 1 s
. Heroin 3 ‘94‘ - 6 - vj . 5'2 o Sl : t
Oniates _ - 69 . 31 T 9 . | 2 1
Cocaine - 86 14 9 o u Lo R
o . .o N

*Less than half of one percent.
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Téble 2.2;; Lifefime‘Usé;of the Drug Clagses by Birth. Cohort (Percentages)
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..only'a few times, of each of*the'drug classes.

Alcohol ranks first, with 97 percent having
used it.. Tobacco is second, with 88 percent
and marihuana third, with 55, Opiates rank.
fourth. “Next in order are stimulants, . =

psychedelics, :¢edatives, cocaine, and heroin.
. . 4 : .

Tt is also to be noted that. the extent of
use varied markedly. Most of the men in

the sample who used tobacco at all used it
more than a thousand times, and this is tipe

. for more -than 40 percent of those who used

alcohol. (The number of "times'" a man used
the drug refers to'the'occas1ons df use.
.One ocgasion could mean one alcoholic drink
or many, one marihuana cigarette or many,

“and so on.)  While marihuana was used by

more than half of the sample, only 1l percent
used it a-thousand time$ or. more, and for ’
all other drugs this frequency. was reported
by one percent or less of the sample. While
drugs were .
was often/not extensive,

B1rth Coho ts

The sample was selected from men who had
registered with Selective Service in the
years ‘1962 through 1972. - Since registration,
with minor exceptions, occurred when a man
became 18, the sample may be regarded as
cons1st1ng‘of 11 birth cohorts, with the year
of b1rth rang1ng from 1944 -to 1954,

Lifetime drug use-is shown by year of birth
in Table 2.2.
to cigarettes rather than tobacco; there

appears to be a lawer. prevalence of cigarette
use in the younger cohorts. " There is llttle

-

‘'spread among the yo

. could be due’ to sampling variation.

sed by many of the .men, their use
o S - and year of birth,

' tobacco use.

In this table the data pertain:

rvariation in the column for alcohol,\but for

all other drugs there is a clear tendency for
the percentages to be higher in the younger'
cohorts. Drug use has been much more wide-

3der than the older men
in the sample. ’ . ‘

Race‘

~ In Table 2.3 the lifetime use of- the drug :

classes is shown in terms of race. Only .

- whites and blacks will be considered in more
detailed analyses; the other groups are too

small for analysis - Some of the differences
between whites and blacks are small and’ )
Never-
thelessl blacks exceed whites in the percent-
ages for marihuana, heroin’ and cocaine to an -
extent that suggests a real d1fference

The f1rst two tables show- relat1onsh1ps <

between lifetime use ‘and race and between use
These three variables are
presented in Table 2.4, and there is a complex
but clear interrelat1onsh1p . In the table
the data fer whites and blacks are presented
by year of birth; adjacent years are combined

. to reduce the 11 ¢ohorts to-four age groups.

Blacks and whites are similar in terms of

The same trend towards-.less use
by younger.men that was seen. for cigarettes
in Table 2.2 is apparent. fori\blacks and -
whites. The minor variations. for alcohol .

‘can be ignored as easily due to sampling
.Varlatlon ' 4 R

However, a surprising pattern emerges for the’
othér drugs. . Among whites, the tendency for
more use by younger'men is even clearer than -

‘Table 2.3. Litetimé Use of the Drugfclasses by:Race, (Percentages) ; !

: . ~ _ .

Total White Black _ Spanish Other
Used (2510) (21034 . . (303) . (48) (56)
:Tobacco _ e > 88 87 83 . 88

: Alcohol R _'97‘. 94 9% T 98 .

Marihuama 55 s 65 sS4 . 48
‘Psychedelics 2 22 125 21 18
Stlnulants'_. o 27 . 28 25 23 27
" Sedatives ;.vl-_ 20 - 20 24 13 | 20
. Heroin . & s % 6 5
- . Opiates .31 31 3 o 15 29
¢ Cocaine ~ B 1 o1 24 10 o on

O
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fTable 2. 4 Compar1son of Whltes and Blacks on L1fetime Drug Use by Year of Blrth (Percentages)

o R WHITE o BLACK

Used: - - Before o Before "

C . Total: 1947  1947-49 * 1950- 52 1953 5 ‘Total 1947 1947- 4 '1950- 52 153- 54
(2103) . (467)  (581)°  (603)  (452) (303) (49)  -(86)  (105) (63)

tbacco B 93 ® s @ B % sl %8
Mokl 9 8% O B RN " S N

arthana S B 2 @ 0 s 8 e 60

poychedelics 22 9 160 ® W B L % 219
tmlms 3 18 . B 3 B 10 ® w2
Sedatives 20 13 1, 3 R T VR O n

+

e S ¥ 3 T, 1 o w2

Opistes . 3L 25 .2 B % . K & B

Cocaine 13 5. 9 18 -1 w1 % 8 1
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Table 2.,5."v ‘Lifétime brug' Use by Size of City of Residence to Age 18- (Péréentagés) :
[ oy C . ‘ t

2y

. e ofU.S. 1,000,000- 500,000~ 100,000~ 50,000~ 25,000~ 2,500- Less Tham
o Tofal - orUnknown ormore 999,999 499,999 99,999 - 49999 24.995 2500
B0 6L (18 (183)  @W2n) Qo1 (265)  (130)  (4s6)

H

Tobacco B8 @8 s - . g IS T A O

Metol 97 s - R % w9
Marthuna 55 B - l7°;; BT 64 T T o
Psyehedelics | 22' ’ IR Reos % w3 o n
Stimulants 2 Bt g | o 0 % 29 9 | 291.
Sedatives j 0 . w0 v Ty s ial TN W - 1

berotn .6 2 o3 T g b b -
Opi;teé - )  15 o ‘_36 | . | v 37 : 28 (s S R Y
Cocaine S U B BT 18 2. s .1 o S‘L»

e
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in Table 2.2, But the tendency does not

- appear for blacks, where:gach row slows a .

‘

U-shaped curve, and the yOungest blacks

._.report less lifetime use than the youngest

whites” for most drugs, and no more use for

any drug. Explanations for this difference. -
will be sought ‘later, but meanwhile it should
be kept in mind -that the inverse gelationship

_between age and drug use, for all drugs

except alcohol and tobacco, holds only for.
whites. Indeed, except for blacks born ‘
before 1947, the pattern ‘for most drugs is

A3

‘the.reverse of the pattern for whites; there &~

is less use in the younger groups. .
Residencebto Age 18 ’ % -

"Respondents were asked .to name the city where

_started.

‘identical.

they had lived most of the time to age 18.
This age was chosen because it was approxi- -’
mately a mid-point in tWe age range when

most drug use might be expected to have

" The size of the city was coded, and
1ifetime use by size of c1ty is shown in

‘Table 2.5,

S

" Tobacco and alcohol show negligible variation;

but for all other drugs the pattern is
With a minor exceptlon for 0p1ates,

. the percentage is always highest for the

million or moreX*

largest cities, those with populations of a :

Without exception,. the
percentage is always lowest in places under
2,500 imr size. -Between the two extrgmes, the
trend~is generally downward from le to
right, gnd is evén more regular if the
categories are reduced to five by combination
of tht cities, from 100,000 to. 999,999 and

those” from 25,000 to 99,999.

-under 2,500,

3

- It is worth emphasizing that while size of

the city of residehce to age 18 is clearly
associated with drug yse, it is still true
that even in the smallest places in the P
United States drug use was by no means
abéent © Among men from cities over 1,000,000
in Slae, 70 pertent had used‘'marihugna. The
fighre drops to around 60 percent in ,smaller
cities, and finally ,to 43 percent in places
Yet, 43 percent-is still a
sizable figure, even though, it is substan-

" tially lower than those for larger Places.

“The  same point can be made for the other

drugs. o -

over 500 000 in 51ze

’effccts on drug use.

The relationship between city size and drug
use is not contingent on age and race, but’
thest variablés are related to each other,

and it is difficult to estimate -their relative
For example, blacks

arc more likely to be from large cities; 31
percent of the blacks, in.comparison with 12
percent“of’the whites, were raised in cities
Only 33 percent of

~

. blacks, but 50 percent-of whites, were - radised

[

7/

in places with less than 25,000 in pgpulation.

With regard to race and age, identical pro-

portions of blacks and whites were interviewed .
in the 1947-49 and 1953-54 birth cohorts, but
22 percent .of whites and only 16 percent of

" blacks were born in 1944-46, while 29 percent
of the whites and 35 percent-bf the blacks )
were born in 1950-52. : \
“The blacks, therefore, are over-represented’

.in the largest cities and among the younger
‘men, and both city size and age are factors
associated with more drug use. . One’ “effect

of this can be exemplified by the difference
between whites. (54 percent) and blacks (65 -
percent) in marihuana use.. Lf the dlstrlbu-,
tions by age and city size were the same

for blacks as for whites, the overall percent-
age “of marihuana use would be 60 percent

among blacks. This would el{minate. ‘half of

the difference between blacii\ﬂ\g whites.

Even. this reduction is almost certainly an
underestlmate beeause the measure of city

size is a crude orte. More of the blacks
presumably lived in poorer, more crowded
neighborhoods than whites who lived in cities
of the same size. If data were available.

‘to control such variables, nearly all of the

«difference between the races might ‘be —

explalned

It might appcar.that the,opposite argument
could-be made; perhaps city sizé and age seem
more strongly related to: drug use than they
recally are because of the distribution of
-btacks, who have high use rates, on- these )
variables. . This can Ye rejected because plty
‘size is strongly relatdd to lifetime drug

use with race controlle The inverse relation
between age and drug use| is strong among

whites for all drugs except alcohol and.
tobacco. Because whités constitute 84 percent -
-bf thie sample, thig relation also holds for

the sample as a whole, despite the fact that

it does not hold for blacks

- Education

18

L]

. - :
- . : o
The data on lifetimé use of drugs are presented
in Table 2.6 by education; the last year

of school completed serves as the measure of -
cducation. Becausc race has. been shown to be
associdted with a numher of variables, the
data age presented separately for whites and
lacks, and the 104 cases in other .ethnie:
catcgories are ignored because the numbers

become too. small -for cross-tabulations.
. - I3

Fotr both ‘races thére is a clear trend toward
less use of, tobacco with increasing\education;
There is no association between education

and alcohol use. ~The only linear. trend among

‘the other drugs is fgf heroin; among whites

’

o]
r
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Table 2.6. ,Lifetlme,Use of Drugs by,Education (Percentages) |

]

" e WHITE B __BLACK . —
. ! . , }ess than High School -  Some College ﬁ ~ Less than High School ‘Some College
,".év | - Total* " Total High School Gr uate College Graduate . Total High School . Graduate College'Graduate-

(2510) (21@_) (263) -/ (7185) - (617) . (438) -~ (303) . (95) _ L4 - (72) (22)

T T . g N
Tobacco 88 88 992 & 83 - 88 B 89 . 86 1

+

Mookl 97 91 9% 98 9 9% % 93 l\,f % 97
Marihuand 55 sk oSt s G0, 5L 65 6l

7S P
Psychedelics 22 = 2. IR R I L N | A - HE N

Stiulants 2] ‘28 % % .5, 5 18 B 0N 1

Sedatives 20 .. 20 8 . 013 1% % 18 % B 18

. \
Ferin . 6 .5 8 6 5 1 4 1 215
Optates 3 3 % 3 ®Y % % B N 48R

Cocatie -~ W 1B W - U 6 8. % o 35 %9

sy

*This column'includes tHe 104 men who classified 7hemseIVes ds Puerto Rican, Orientgl, American-Indlan, of Other. -

\,‘
. i
/
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the percentage of'heroin use drops régularly
as education increases, and’ th1s 15 roughly
true for 51acks too

" Améng whites the lowext'percentage of use is

found among college graduates for al}r drugs
except alcohol. Th1s holds for blacks for

©oall, drugs except psychedellcs and opiates.

O
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In addltion, those who attended college but

.did not graduate. tend to show the highést

percentage of use, This is true among whites
for all drugs except tobacco, alcohol, heroin
and opiates, and in the last case the percent-
age falls only one p01nt short of being the
highest. For blacks,_‘ only exceptlons

are tobacco and heroin. - This relationship.
holds for’'all except the 20 and 21, year old
men. * T . . o

.

For these young. men .'some college' has less
meaning as-a description of completed Ty
education, becayse many of them weré still in
college and will graduate. These relation-
ships help to explain away some ‘of the black-

»

i -
) 2

*white’dlfferepces lh drug use; college' .
. graduates show léss use, but only 7 percent

of blacks, in contrast with 21 percent of .
‘'whites, are college graduates, )

The fact that the’ youngest groups do not fit
the pattern of the other groups ‘with respect

to education, and ‘the general impression that :

at least some forms of drug use have been,
especially common on college campises,.
:suggest an exahination of those men who we
still students at the time of the 1ntervie3§

" .To control age, only those born after 1950

_were included in Table 2.7.

. that age group; 31 percent wefe still :

Students, as were 19 percent of the blacks.
.There were a few 'still in high school ‘a d

some in graduate school, but most were

'_college_students

" this, the flndlngs -are striking.

The reader's attentlon is called toche fact
that the numbers of 'black studentseare small--
11 and’ 13 in the -two age groups. Despite )

ILf one

.
P L.

! - v . ' '
'\Table‘2.7. Drug Use by Race and Whether or Not Now in' School, for‘kn Born After 1950
e . (Percentages) . . .
5 N - .
, WHITE o - "BLACK
Total 1951-52 ,1953-54 Total 1951-52  1953-54

Number~“In School At (273). (108) .. (165) (24) (11) (13)

. -Interview . = .

Number Not In School (597) (310) (287) (104) (54) (50)

At Interview L

Tobacco In ‘School T o83 86 81 71 713 69.

! Not In School 87 - 89" 85 \ 83 80 86

Alcohol In School 96 97 96 .92 91 92

’ * Not In School .97 98 97 94 93 96 l

Marihuana In Schogl |, 63 " 69 . 58 . 62 . 82 46

: Not In.School 60 "59 + 62 . 67 .70 » 64 :
Psychedelics 1In School 25 27 24 29 ° 45 - " 15
, Not In®School . 34 31 38 18 1720
Stimulants  In School 30 38 25° % o
Not In School 33 33 34 23 20 .20
~Sedatives In School 25 28 22 7 27’ 8
Not In School 26 23 30 24 24 24 .
i Heroin ~In School . 5 ‘5 :, ‘ 5 . 12 -27 - ' OJ\’}

° ‘ Not' In School : 8 8 8 - 9 .x 17 2 ,\.
‘Opiates In School 31 S 32 N 30 38 45 31\,
o Not In School 38 33 43 36 33 L 387 \i.
Cocaine _In School 16 17, . 15 25° 36 15,

, Not In School 20° 19 21 21 24 18
: 20 ‘
's 5‘

,0f 870 whites in *

>



examines the total, columds, 'the general
pattern is that those who have left school are
more ‘likely to -have: used drugs than those
still in school. Among whltes thé only
exceptlon is marinuana; among. blacks the
exceptions are psychedellcs, her01n, opiates’

) and,cocalne The surprising finding is that

among\&he men born in 1953-54,.the youngest
men’in ‘the sample, there are no exteptions. -
In the 18 comparisons possible, all 18 show a

higher percentage of use”among those who have 37'

left school. The young men stlll on campus
show less use than, the1r off- campus peers.

,‘ .’

_;To examine this further the ‘dath - for: wh1tes'7’
“will be used because the numbers. oh Wthh

their percentages are based in Table 2.7 f;"‘

. are sufficiently large .to warrant some

_ the use of drugs by’ students,

i older group. The data are consistent wi'th

‘confidence in percentage differéences. Thé‘

‘fact-that the youngest. cmen still’in schdbl )
show less drug.ugé than their off—campus peers
does not seem to be due to any decrease in
"Only for
marihuana, stlmulants and possibly sedatives

'do the 20-21' year old students show ‘less use

than the 22-23 year old students§, ‘and: these

_could well be differénces that will d1sappear'
" as they bécome a little older..

However, for
non-students, the younger group. “§hows more
use of all drugs, except for her01n, than the

-~

the hypothesis that .campus use’was higher than.

" among non-students of the same age until a

.few years ago, but. that non* student use has’

increased to the point of. egualllng or .,
sllghtly exceed1ng student use. :

One othes educatlonal var1able, college maJor )

O
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college.

.

. is related'to'drug'usé
(52 percent) of the.sample did not attend -

s

PR
1

vThirteen hundred

of thé 1,210 who did, 344 indiéated

Flne Arts or Humanltles

-and heroin,

" that - ‘their college maJor was Social ‘Science,

" Excepts for tobacco’

centages of drug use than did those with

college

‘other majors or those who d1d not attend

this group reported higher per- -

The- differences tend to be substan—

Y tials 69 percent used mar;huana, as»compared
with 52 percent. of those with other'majéts.

"and ‘53 percent of the non-college group.'
psychedelics the correspondlng percentages .

- are 35,

For

17 and 22; for stimulants 39, 25 and

. 26; for sedatives 32,

36, 29 and 3l

Lt

5,

The variables discussed thus far\might;

11 -and

The . pattern d1tfers pnly for heroln,
3 and .8.

Current Family Status

)

further analysis, be seen as cayses or
determinants of drug use.

this section:

the more conventional men are, or ‘the more ~

after®

This is not the

‘case, or,at least is léss clearly so,
the variables remaining to be discussed in

for

'An obvious hypothesis is  that

committed they are to others-and to ‘the

system within which they live,

they are to use drugs.

Additional measures

but .the ‘available data g current family
status and part of the data- on cmployment

are’ relevant

"

[
R

-of conventionality will be developed later;

Both’ marriage and employment are likely to

'

. occur years after drug use usually begins,

C
’ *_Table'Z.B.;v Lifetime‘Use'ofLDrugs:by durrentlgamilu,Stath. (Percentages5
P i - N - . [ o
, B ¢ Parental B . R
L Married Home " Independent .-  Coupled.
?: : : (2510) - - (1309) (285) (796) "(120)
. : < : ] S
Tobacco - 88 . éq 78" 87 91
Aleohol <97 97 o 97 1007,
. Marihuana © ;,'» .55 PN 51 '§§8 .82
Psychedellcs - ‘:A‘ 22 (., ’f; 13 : .éO . ' 34 52.f
Stimulants 212 16 38 53
o, LT “ . E
,Sedatlves‘ , ,20 ff;‘ 13 'vlhlt :3l 46
:Heroin S 6 SR e | 9 .18
) Opiates.l_' o S 1 o : 426 26 '31_‘ ) 52
Cocalnei_ _— A.'.W la; 7 12 230" 41
‘ o 21. o )

o

-

17 andlLQ; for opiates. -
and for cocaine 22,

the less likely
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- so in the llteral sense they, dould not be _seen .-

- as causes of drug use.. If they are ‘tenta--
tively accepted as 1nd1cators of.: couventlon-
allty, and the further assumption i& made

1, that th1s¢conventlonallty has been present

';many years, ' theirp relation/td drug use may be

',WExamlned : .

\

'”In TabIe 2. 8 llfetlme use of drugs is shown
gfor four groups: marr;ed and living with
oné's wife; living with a woman to whom thé
man ‘i§ not married, or "coupled"; living
in the parental home; and living independently.
The findings are striking. With the excep-
-tion. of tobacco and alcohol, each drug shows
the same patterm.,_ The percentage is lowest
for the married, ﬁ%xt lovest for men living
¢ with theiy parents, higher-for those living
‘independently and highest for those 11v1ng
with yomen ‘to whom they were not married. A
minor reversal occurs for the st1mulants, ‘as
. those -still in parental homes ‘show a lower'3
.'percentage than the marr1ed

‘The pattern holds perfectly for whites for
all drugs except tobacco_ and alcohol, and -
the relationship is strong for all drugs; .the
percentage dlfﬁenence in use between .the
“ married and coupled averages 35, except for
her01n, 2 percent of the marrled and. 16.
tpercent of the coupled men had used heroin.
' The pattern generally holds for blacks; the
exceptions are psychedellcs and stimulants,
where the coupled show lower percentages of
“use than -thé men 11v1ng independently. “The

'*~'-relat10nsh1p is, however, weaker among blacks,

, the average percentage difference between'

the married and coupléd:men is- 16, and the
corresponding difference among ‘whites:. -
35. Among blacks 11 percent of the m ed

men -and- Zl percent of the coupled had used
her01n ~ .

The pattern also holds for the 104 men in
other ethnic categorles, except for minor
revefsals on marihuana and psychedelics.

~

 The--relationship between family status and

drug use is even more-marked for theseé men,
The difference in drug use between the
married and coupled averdges 67 percent; for

heroin the figures are 2 and 33. THere were

only 6 men who were coupled, so the percent-
ages -may be unstable. The ‘most conservatlve
interpretation is that the relatlon/between
drug,use and. family- status; holds:for all(' h
fén', with mlnorEZthnlc di fferences that’ may.?

(be dge to smaff bases for percentages

_-_‘-;2The respondents!ere alsg classified .on the
- basis of whethe

or not they had ever been.
married. W1th‘¢he exception- of tobacco .and-
alcohol, hlgher percentages of those never
married reported use of all™rugs, and

not due to age, because the differences hold
within ‘four age groups for whites and - for
vblacks, except . th0se born in 1950 52,

Current Employment Status

P

- For employment, the»data-available”permitted

division of the sample into four groupss:
B - R Lo RN : -

ki . . _ ' . - } .
‘. Table '2.9.  Lifetime Use of Drugs by Current-Employment Status’ ZPercentages)
Ty . Working 30 or  Students, except
. ' mote hours. - for those working = Working less -
bl Total, per week (30 hrs. or more - than -30 hrs. Unemplbyed
-(2510) (1980) ’ (282) -(35) . (213)
4 S !'3 L ) . . . . - N A; % ) ‘: )
fobacco ' . 88 ' 88 L84 o ';g*z‘i."'?
j]' . . .+ Alcohol = . 97 .97 96 C 97 ,
Marihuana 55 . 452 L 6z 74 )
we . Psychedelics-r.22 . , 19 . 21 40 41
- ‘Stimulants 277 25 30 37 A
Sedatives 18 22 23 35
. Heroin ¥ - S 6 iy 18
Opiates 30 ° 3t . B 5 S Y
< u ~ Cocainet O C 12 ) 17 ../;*\" 29 3li
' o b 22 \ ’ ViR
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. usu&lly the differences are sizablé.. Thig-is-

i



those who were"worm' 30 hours’per week or
more; students except for those in the. first

" group; those working less than 30 hours; and

" among ethnicity+ age and ‘use.

the unemployed. These groups are-defined as
of the date of the_interview. The relation- t
ship -between employment and drug use may be
sgen in Table 2.9. : e

If one'again ignores tobacco and alcohol,

‘the pattern is identical for thelofhier seven
drugs. Those who were working 30 hours or
more show the lowest percentage, and the
_percentages_intrease from left to right,
the partjallnymployedlhnd unemployed showing
‘the highedt percantages The older men, who
report lower percentages of drug use, would

be expected to bé-among the full-tine cmployed.
On' the other hand, ‘blacks are far nore likely
to be unemployed than whites, though what
effect this .wo be expected to have is
unclear becaus& of the complex relationships
The statistical
facts are as expected:.’ .Among,wh1tes, 50
percent of the 28-30 yedr olds were unemployed,
9 percent of the men 25-27,: 10 percent .of the
22-24 year olds, and 10 percent of the men

who were, 20_or,21 _.-Among blacks the corres-

. ponding percentages are 12, 28, 17 and’ 24.

, ethnic group and year of birth,
-, except tobacco and alcohol.
“only 15 were classified as students and 12 as
‘employed

Therefore, the relatlonsh1p between llfetﬁgb
use of drugs and current employment gfatus

was examirned with simultaneous controls on -
for all drugs
Among blacks,

ess” than 30 hours per -week; - S
consequencly, the'onl'»cqmpar1son possible is

,,between the 213 employed’ full-time and the

.63 unemployed

The d1fferegces between these
groups hold for blacks, but.are-considerably
“smaller; it is only for cocaine and heroin,

" where the differences are 9 and 10 points,

-respectively,

" employed full time -and the unemployed

T

E ©

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

that the differences approdch
those "in Table 2.9. 1In short, the relatlon-“
ship between employment status and drug use
exists for blacks, but is weak, while it is
strong among wh1tes g '

4 v ) -
jLn general the oldest broup of wh1tts ;(those
bprn in 1944 -46) confribute little. to the -
d1fference 1n drug use between the ‘men’ *
Only
‘for marihuana ‘and opiates does" thé diffcrence
exceed a few percentage poirits. The other
three age groups contribute more; the two
youngest groups contribute the most and
approximately equally. No such regular
_pattern is seen across the age, groups among
the blacks A ‘ : P
'The respondents were asked; 'How much money
do you make now before taxes?' - Ayswers were,
recorded for whatev%r un1ts of 'me the -men

T e A

with

‘ .

»

.

“the.- f1nd1ngs are clear.

“

"as an indicator of subjective social class .

identification. Those# who reported income . o
by the, hour, day or week may be’ roughly ~ "3

-equivalent to blue-collar workers, and, those,

who reported by month or year te’ wh1te collarﬁ
workers ' :

Whether'or'notlthis interpretation~is‘correct,

For whites, those.

who. used’ hour, day or week as the unit for
report1ng 1ncome show con51stent1y higher -_ ,.
percentages of’drug 'use’ than ‘thg men who used
month or,year as the. un1t, and the relatlbn-

ship is maintained with year of birth R
controlled, ‘Both groups are cons}ete;tly . e
below the percentages for the unempldyed T
This’ pattern does not hold at, all for blacks. K

There is, then, ev1dence that 1ndicators of

conventionality or of having a stake in

. with the

‘of drug use.
--that even among the conventional men .drug

. have ever used a drug, while useful,

‘patterns of ‘use.

the system are associated with lower rates. T
The p®int should again be made

use is not absent.. Among those who used

month or year as the unit, for example, 50

percent had used marihuana, 3 percent heroin

and 10 percent cocaine. . .

i

MEASURES OF THE EXTENT ‘OF USE

N oo

Data on the number or percentage of -men who [

congeal W

extensive variations in the‘amOunts'andnS&. Lo
More ‘refined analysis will '
be passible if the users can be separated .
into several categories, ordered on amounts
and_patterns, though the number of categoeries ...
which it is practical to define will vary
number of users. h :
R

-of questions;from'the interview.
wdre used -to develop the indedes. of

Two sets
schedule

‘extent of use.for” all of ther drug classes.

l) Table. 2.1 showed the data obtalned . : :

from a question posed for each drug . ¥ ‘fﬁ
class: '"About how many times in P
your life have you used thesé‘drugs '

.._on your own?" The pre-coded answers
‘“were. "less than 10- times " "less than-

100 times,! '"less than 1,000 times,"”
1,000 timés or more." A fifth

. category was ''mever uéed " ';

Those who reported having ed a. . L‘ % s
drug 10 or.more times were’asked a-
series of questions about use. of
the drig in each year from 1957 to ..

119747 For each year inm which wse
was reported, the. respendents were ‘'
asked to .indicate the. extent of‘use T
in that year. The categories were:

o P
[

2)

. . o
(a) almost every day, usually in
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(Percentages)
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Lifetlme nghest Frequency dnd Quantlty of Use for the Total Sample and for ﬁseri Only =

1

T | : ' HIGHEST FREQUENCY OF USE ‘HﬂTIEEE\guANTITY OF. USE
- v S At Least
; -Almost' 1- 2 1 -<Z . Other : : Monthly, . Othen-
: . Every TJ.I}I&S Times ™ Use In . Never: Sometlmes In  Usedn
;_ ’ %'9my a%ﬂ Mm% m&nm Lifetima

Used Large Amounts

A

A As.percent of total sample (AfZSIQ)
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; . »
~large amounts
(b) almost evéry day, sometlmes in
. large amounts
* (¢) almost .every day, neVEr in 1arge
: amounts
- (d) .about once or twice a week,
..timés in large amounts’ :
(e) about once or twice a week never
in large amounts
(f) about once or twice a month,
“times in. 1arge amounts
(g) about once or twice a month, never
- in large amounts
‘(h) less than once a month.

some-

some-

One measure of extent of use can be” based”on

the answers  to these frequerncy-amount questions.

In Table 2.10 the data are presented separately
for frequency and® amount for the" year in
which- each was hlghest

. Extent off Use Indexes:

No use of alcohol at any‘time

Fo} dlcohol, the first cqtegor§ consists of
those who never used alcohol, and the second’
those who had used it less than ten tines.
Four other categories were deflned from a
cross  tabulation of the questlons on, 11fe—
time frequency and amount of use. The
categories were defined as follows:

Total Amount. Never Used Sometimes Used

To descrlbe the groups in words and to give-
them hames for use in later discussion, the

-men were described with respect to alcohol

use ‘as follows: - -

a

1. . Nonusers (76) 3%
© o ‘ _ _

. - 2. Experimental users Used on less than 10 occasions (93) 4%, .
3. .Light‘users Used more than 9 but less than (491) 20%

1000 times; and never in large

quantities

Used 1000 times or more,

4. Moderate users but //(‘\\ (318) , 13%

: ‘ never in large quantities, or, / \ J

’ , used less than 100 times, somé- )
C o : . ~times in large quantltles - .

* 5. .Heavy users Uscd more than 99 but less than ©(599) 243

' 1000 times, sometlmes in large
N : quantities .
é. Heaviest users Used 1000 times or more, some - (935).

It should be cmbhasizcd that the names attach-
ed to the six groups are not intended to
express a-judgment that the alcohol use was
negligible or excessive, but simply to label
relative amounts of use within this sample.
‘That this purposc.is served should be evident
in Table 2.11, in which the six groups are
compared on eight crltcrlon "variables. It
. -was their similarity on these variables that
justified combining the two cells labeled
“Group 3 above into "light users' and the two
labeled Group 4 into '"moderate users," and
keéping the other cells as scparate grfups.

O

ERIC
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times in large quantities

37%

\

&

N ’ L
The .alcohol measure quite clearly distin-
guishes the six groups on variables that have
traditiordally been regarded ds important
indicators of drinking behavior. The labels
heavy and heaviest use are justified in more

than a. relative sense. For example, of those

"so labeled 45 and 55 percent, résgfctively,

have used alcohol to -the extent ofj being
unable té. remember what had happened to them,
and 71 and 84 percent have driven a car .
while drunk. Moderate and light may be
misnomers; since the percentages on these
variables, while lower than for heavy users,

.

'fAlcehol and Marihuana

of Use Large Amounts Large Amounts—
Y(Lifetime) : >
~Under 100 Cfoué 3 ;Group,A ‘
Under 1000 ° Group' 3 - ‘Group 5
e100QJ6r More Group 4‘ Group 6’ ’

o



]

| Table- 2,11, ’Distribution of Criterion Variables by Extent of Use of Alcohol (Percentages)

. ' Experimental . = Light ‘Moderate  Heavy Heaviest .
Total  No Use® Usé Use Use  TUse Use ’
4 e (2510) (76) (93) (491) (318) " (599) (933) - -
_ Hhve stayed high‘more ” 8" . 2 1 A b 16
than a day at a time
Couldn't remember vhat . 38 - 6 1 2 45 55
happened as result of | ‘
alcohol use
Physically. or psycholo- 5 - 0 0 1 4 10
~gically dependent on, or
“addicted to, alcohol
‘Arrested for drunken B 0 0 .3 1 8 2
driving . | o
Been drunk in a public 70 0 16 s, 39 67 82 90
place C | |
Driven a car while drunk 60 0 12 25 53 ne B
Been treated for alcohol 1 0 0 0 11 2
use | | i
Never been drunly 14 97wk - 62 9 b

i

32

#A dash indicates that the question vas not asked of non-users.

“#4ogically this figureshould be 100 percent, but- two men,

indicated an age at which they first got drunk on alcohol.
-encountered in any research of this kind, It has not yetbeen possible to examine the interview schedules to

see how the error occurred,
“adjacent question on the wron

for any‘of a variety of reasons, when the questions about use were asked,

A
oL

£
'

. Aln_
in completing a self-administered questionnaire,
This is an instructive example of the errors

It'may be a coding or punching error, or thé man may have placed his answer tdtan

g line--or it could be that these men had atually used alcohol but denied use,
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are by no means ncgllglble.
lxght users 14 percent havg had . the EXPELI'
ence' of not being able to remember, and
25 percent admlt to dr1v1ng whlle drunk

. 4
The f}ndlngs in Table 2. 11 suggest that it
may be pdssible to build a better -measure, .
but that this one will serve for the initial
analysis as an improvement over 'a simple
dichotomy of use and no use. -It also
estdblishes that for-a cléar majority ?f the
‘sample alcohol was used to the extent ‘that it
could have caused problems for the user and
.others.

1. Nonusers

2. jExpCfimentaL\users

s

- 3. "Light'users

4. Moderate users

_Even among the'ﬂ‘

Used on less

No use of marihuaﬁa at any time

“Used less than 100 times, and
never in large quantitiecs : .

Used more than 99 times but less

~
»

Marihuana grohps were constTucted by the same
method. In addition to those who never used,
and those who used less than 10 times, the
classification in terms of frequency and

amount was as follows:

~ -

Total Amount

Never Used Sometimes. Used

of Use Large Amounts Large Amounts
(Lifetime)
Undef 100 Group 3_. Grpup 4.
Under ¥OOO Cfoup 4 ' Croup 5
-1000 or More Group 5 Group 5°

Thus, with respect to marithuana use the men

were described as follows: i
. . -
o

A -
- e : N . - v

(1128)  45%

ghan 10 occasions ' (423) 17%
(231) 9%

» -

(227) 9%

, : . . than 1000 times, never in large -

quantities,
- quantities

5. lleavy uscers

Used 100 times or more, -
- o in- large quantltles,

or used less than- 100
times, but sometimes in large

20%

some tdmes
or used ovjer

(501)

b
1000 times, never in large quantltles

i

. t
"These groups arc compared on scven variables-

in Table 2.12; again, the groups produce the
expected regular increases® in percentages
from experimental to- heavy use.

R ]

Extent of Use Indexes: Psychedelics, lleroin,

Cocaine, Tobacco

The number- of respondents who had ever used
psychedelics, heroin and’ cocaine was
rclatively small, especially those who had
used these drugs 100 times or more. Thus,

it was decided that the most appropriate

way to classify these respondents was “simply
in terms of the number of times the drug had
cver been used. - ~
VThu'situation for tobacco is similar, but

for different reasons. In the firsgt -place,
less detaited information was obtained, and’
this was primarily concerned with use of
cigarettes. Sccond, most (59 percent) of the

[
£

-

users icll into the category of 1,000 times -
., Pr-more.

For these four drugs, therefore, the following
categories will . be used to measure the extent
of lifetime use: no use, under 10, 10-99,
100-999 and 1,000 ‘or more times (Table 2.1).

Extent of Use Indexes: Stimulants, Sedatives,
Opiates . : '
A different kind of problem arises in con-
structing .indexes of the extent of use for
the stimulants, sedatives and the opiates.
Drugs in these classes are sometimes pre-
scribed: by phy51LLans for medicinal purposes.
Thus, it was necessary to utilize questions
that would differentiate between medical and
nonmedical use of these drugs.

Stimutants were the first af these classes
mentioned, and the respondents were told:

/i
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Table 2,12, ‘Variations il?Use, by Extent of Use of Mérihuana '(Percentagés)

_ o Experimental Light  Medium Heavy
t Total - No Use Use T Use Use Use
(2510) (1128) © (423) (231) (2'27) ~(501)
Have used marihuana (1372) 55 0 " 98 100 100 100
. : | - ’ . :
Have used hashish (719) 29 -0 | I 88
Have used hashish oil (301) - 1o I 14 51
Have used on daily basis (369) ' 15 . # . 2 ,‘23 62
Have used once or twice a week (673) 27 . {‘ CE 2 60 93
Used to get high or stoned (1121) B s 93, 98
Grew or made on supply (265) | 11. - o g 15 f 41 |
T 3
#The quéstions on frequency were not-asked of those .who had used less than 10 times.
i 1/3 ‘.
L'
- {

.‘}'f"‘- .
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pused on your own, even once.

RIC

v

Some drugs arc used medically and also
are used by people on their own. By
medical use, we mean according to a
doctor's direction--pretty much in the
amounts and at the time he directs.
Anything elsc we define as use on your
own. : - ' ’

Here is a list of drugs called sﬁimu—
lants. Please tell me which of the

drugs on Card 3 you have ever Used on
your own, cven oncc. .Do not include

any stimulants you .only used medically.

-

‘For sedatives and opiates, a respondent was
handed separate cards and asked.to indicate
which of the drugs on the list you have "ever
" The respondent
was again reminded to exclude any sedatives
or opiates he had only used medically.
Respondents seemed tq have little difficulty. -
with the distinction between ''use on your '
own' and '"medical use.'" There is no reason :
to believe that medical use was included in’
the responses given, except for a handful of
cases in which the age at ,first use is so low
as to make it difficult to believe that the
use could have betn on the respondents' N
initiative. °
But the definition of medical usage
narrow, and it is known that people
use medications ir ways which would be non-
medical according to the definition employed

in this study, but yet in a manner more closely
resembling medical use than what many would
describe as '"drug abuse." -gor example, a man

was fairlyi
commonly.

ca i

may have had an bpiate‘?hch as Darvon or
Demerol prescribed .for some medical condition
and used only part of the prescription. Later,
when':the same or similar Symptoms appeared,

he used the remainder of the prescription.

“According to the definition utilized in this

study, such use would correctly be classified
as use '"'on your own.'" Similarly, a man could
have used an opiate obtained by his wife by
means '0of a prescription if he decided that

~he had a pain whiEh'called for an opiate.
" This too-would be correctly classified as

use '"'on your own."

Most physicians would probably frown on such
self-diagnosis and self-medication, and. some
of it may be technically illegal, but it
appears to be a)common practice. Cértainly .
such quasi-medical use should not be confused
with the ‘use of opiates for other purposes.
The fact that almost one-third of the sample
reported using opiateés on their own suggests
that quasi-medical use was an appreciable

part of the use reported in this study.

This necessitated the development of criteria
to separate quasi-medical from other use of
the opiates. Lleven variables were judged

to be useful criteria, and the users of
opiates who met all eleven are classified as
quasi-medical users of opiates. (The
criteria, and the reasons for not accepting
those who met 10 of the 11 as quasi-medical-
users, are described in Appendix 1.)

The classification of opiate users thus
becomes :

N

69% ‘ .

1. No use ‘ * (1731)
2. Quasi-medical use " (286) 11%
T, .Experimental use (less than 10 times and failed (300) 12%
‘ ' ~one or more-criteria) : :
g 4, .Light'uée (10-99 times and failed one or more (145) 6%
R criteria)
5. 'Heavy_uéé (100‘or more times and failed one or (48) - 2% ’

~more eriteria)

The heavy users could be subdivided further by
extent of use, but the numbers would be too

small for analysis. Indeed,, in the analysis’
of ‘the data, it was.sumetinfﬁfnecessary to
O ‘

‘ »

v

"’ v
combine the 1i%ht and heavy users.
According to this classification, the fact
that 31 percent of the men in the sample have

-

Vv



= : \i : .
used opiates takes on a different meaning. " percent of*the sample was this use more

Eleven percenty of the sample, or more than - thﬁn experimental.
one-third of the men who reported opiate use’ B e .
were uding them in a manner not far. removed Eleven similar criteria (Appendix I) were
from legitimate medical usage. , Thus, only used to identify quasi-medical use of
- 20 percent of the samplé can be said to have - stimulants. -The classification of users of:
used opiates in a way that could reasonably - stimulants then becomes~

ve seen.as abuse of opiates, and in only 8 *

S ®

! ' 1. No use : (1821) 73%
v . o -, A

L - 2. Quasi-medical-use . . ) . - (108) 49,

3. Experimental use (less than 10 times and failed ) (207) 8%

¥ one or more criteria)

4, Lighf‘use (10-99 times and failed one or morc - (242) 107
' criteria) o
' 5. Heavy use (100 or more times and failed one or (132) 5% ‘
'~ more criteria) .
. - . |
L
This ciﬁssification does not change the , , - labeled "abuse," and in only ‘15 percent of f"
general picture of use as much as was noted the sample did this exceed experimental use.
for opiates. Twenty-seven percent of the
sample used stimulants; removal of the 108 For SCdatlveS, ten criteria (Appendix I)
cases bf quasi-medical use reduced to~Z3 . were used to identify quasi-medical use;
percent the proportion whose use might be ‘this produces the c1a551f;cat10n~
1. ©No use _ . ‘ (2002) 80%,
2. Qﬁasi-mcdical use ~ (99) 4%,
3. Ekpcrlmental use (less than 10 times and failed - (177) . 7%

one or. more criteria)

4. Light use {10-99 times and Talled one or nore ‘ (158) 6%
criteria)’ -

5. Heavy use (100 or more times and failed one or (74 3% [
more critéria)

The change in the¢ general plcturc resembles ‘experimental.
that for stimulants more than the change noted
for opiates. Twenty percent &f the sample A gencral point should be made about these .
used sedatives; removal of the 99 quasi- classifications of quasi-medical use for
medical users reduced this to 16 percent, and .three classes of drugs. The definition of
in 9 percent of ‘the sample, use was more than quasi-medical use is a rigorous and '
» ‘ * 30 ’ o '
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- conservative one. This is only in part to dlffer appre 1ab1y from the _patterns
because of the requirement that all criteria, in Table 2.2.
be met; it is clear in Appendix I that ‘

relaxation of the requirement would shift ’ Differences Might be expected when both |
only a few men from the experimental to the experimenta]l and quasi-medical use are
+ quasi-medjcal category. The definition is "excluded for stimulants, sedatives.and
rigorous because the criteria are applied to . especially opjiates, because there are many ~
. the entire history of drug use. For : quasi- -médical users.  For stimulants and
example, if a man ever used one of these sedalees the changed basis for comparlson
¢ drugs to get high he was not classified as " agcentuates thea patterns obberved in Table
a quasi-medical user, even though most of 2.2; the younger cohorts exceed the older
his use might, if more detailed data were ones more markedly. -For opiates only a
available, be categorized as- qua51 -medicadl. - moderately higher percentage was observed
The classifications used here’ requige that . for younger cohorts in Table 2:2, and this
all of a man's use of opiates, stimulants , difference is somewhat greater when the
or sedatives was quasi-medical. i . : cohorts are compared on light or hcavy -

) oplate use. .
VARIATIONS IN THE EXTENT OF USE . o .
: : : Alcohol usec was reported by 97 percent of:

The measures of extent of use of each.drug the whites and 94 percent of the blacks
have been developed primarily for use in (Table 2.3). When the comparison is restrict-
later chapters, but it is worth determining * .ed to heavy and heaviest alcohol use,  the

°  whether they change ahy of the findings comparable figures are 64 and 44. TFor
reported in the first section of this . moderate and heavy marihdana use, instead
chapter. In the following analysis, experi- of any marihuana use, blacks still exceed
mental and quasi-medical use will be 15nored whites by 39 to 27 percent. The percentage -
but the cutting point used will vary from f; of heroin use was 5 for whites and 14 for .
drug to drug to provide an adequate number blacks. With experimental uge excluded,

the figures are 2 and 8. TFor cocaine, the
percentages were 13 for whites and 24 for

P

of cases for analysis.

In Table 2.2, there was almost no variation - blacksy with experimental use excluded, they -
by birth cohorts in the percentage that had are 5 and 13. In short, racial differences
used alcohol. AFthough not- shown in tabular in drug use remain or ale accentuated wiz2n -
form, among the heaviest alcohol users there extent of use is taken into account. '
is a clear trend for the younger cohorts to e .
show lower percentages; this may mean only DISCUSSION
that it takes a number of years to have ) . . "
used the drug a thousand times. In the six In this chapter data have been presented on'
oldest cohorts, the percentages of heaviest _ the relations betwcen a number of variables
alcohol use are over 40; in the next three and use of the nine; drug classes. There is
~ they average 35, and in the two youngest a {danger of becoming lost_in details,
28, - , ~ edpecially since these variables interact
- ) ) Lo~ " with cach other. The major source of
The older cohorts reported lower rates of - confusion is race, because some varjiables
marihuana use, but the lowest rate .was at operate differently’ for whites and blacks. }’
least half as high as the rates observed in A summary of the major £1mdlugs may there-
the younger cohorts. These differences fore ‘be useful. .
’ are accentuated when extent of use is consid- - .

ered. For moderate and heavy marihuana . "The statisticdl relatioms are clear for
users, the percentages increase steadily from whites, who constitute 84 percent of thzﬂ
12 percent for the two oldest, cohorts to - sample. There are.303 black respondent
37 percent or more in the flve youngest ’ This is a sufficiently large number to per-
cohorts. No only“did fewer men in the older mit classification on one variable and
cohorts use marihuana, but those who did ! - usually on two variables; but cell sizes
used it less. The data examined thus far then tend to become. so small that comparisons
are consistent, with the possibility that,’ . must be made with caution. There are also
after marihuana use became popular among 104 subjects who fall in several other
youth, some older men tried it a few times groups; cach group is too small, ‘and even
to see what it was like, but did not usc the combination of them provides too few
it extensively. S . cases for analysis; in addition, there is

» - ' : little justification on any grounds for
For psychedelics, heroin and cocaine all combination of thesc diverse groups. There-.
useé other than experimental was included; fore, tth have usually been excluded from
for these drugs the patterns do not appear the analysis. '
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There are marfed differences in drug use by '~ were not married had the highest pércentages
birth cohorts. For whites the -pattern is . . of ﬁrug use., Those ever married showed less
clc&r. There 15 no variation for alcohol, use than those never married.. These relation-
but for tubacco the younger cohorts show less ships weré weaker for blacks than for whites.
use, rand for all other drugs more use. The -, : . ) )
patterns for blacks resemble those of whites - Current employmént status is also related to -~
for tebacco und'alcohol but differ for all ‘ drug use; the  lowest rates are obéerved.amoﬂg C
cother drugs.  The general pattern. for blacks .~ the full—fimé employed, and progressively
is a U-shaped curve, with the three oldest . ~higher rates ara found among students, the )
and ‘two youngest cohorgs showing less use . part-time employed, and the unemployed. The
than the middle six coliorts._ There fecms to "~ - relation remains with a control on age. ' It
be a strony possibility that the two races. Is strong for whites, and weak for blacks; ° .
have beéen coveryging with respect to drug use, in other words, the fact that blacks are more
with whites owing increases and blacks J - likely to be uncmp loyed does not account for
decreases Lo approxidately equal levels, but their higher rates of drug use. The period
this cannot be asscrted with confidence : for ‘which income was reported, a possible
because the oldest and youngest groups of ' ! indicator of subjective social class, was -‘
blacks are ‘the smallest. i ) . strongly related to drug use for whites, but
- B * _not for blacks. . s :
Respondents wereasked where they had lived . ) N e
mogt of the time to the age of 18, and the - . The racial differences are, in shore, complex.
sfze{o[ the city they named was coded. “For Some variables are related to drug use in the '
alr"&rugs‘vxcupt_tobacco and alcohol, city © samc way for vhites and blaecks, but others
size Is direcetly related to drig use. This are strong for whites and weak .or non-existent -
ts true for-whites any blacks separately as for blacks; further, one variable, year of .
well fas for the sample as a whole, but blacks birch, is related to drug use in almost ‘
are more likely to come from large cities. . opposite directions fospﬁhites and blacks.
R ) .
The relation between education and drug use Blacks show higher percentages of use of !
is not strong, but there was somewhat less o marihuana, haroin and cocaine than the sample ”
use among those who have graduated [rom N as a whole, but controls on age and city
college, and somewhat more amony those who -+ sizZe alone are sufficient to explain ohe-third
attended college and did wot graduate.  ThHis to one-half 6f the difference. .1t seems
holds for both whites and blacks, but blacks plausible to assume that simultanecous controls
arc léss likely than whites to have entered on all of the variables would explain all of
T oor sraduited from college. T the difference, but there are not enough
) ' cases to control all variables in a tabular
0f; thoswwhe-ever-attended college; rdtes of analysis. For this reason, two kinds of T,
. drug usc are clearly higher for those who "~ analysis will \be-used in later parts of tiNs
gave the Social Sciences, Fine Arts or report. \ : N\\
Humanitivs as their majors. Blacks, of Ty
course; are less likely to attend college At times there will be mugéivariate analysis
and to report these majors. One negative : of the entire sample, witBout reference to N
ffnding is that the men who were still i race or cthnic groups. 1n effect, such
students when interviewed reported no more analyscs will be based on the assumption that
druyg \ise than their non-student ‘peers; in differences by ethnic groups are artifacts, -
the tho youngest cohorts, those bhorn in- due to their rclationships with dther'variables;
957-54. lifetime prevalence of drug usc was - so that ctimicity can be ignored when the
lower amony the students than among noin- .vther variables are controlled. For the
students. " This scoms to be as true for blacks “untire sample, it will. be possible to control
*tas for whites, though the numbers of students tor at leasp three or four variables if the
among’ the blacks are so small that the : number of categories in “each is small. Yet, -
cstimates may be unreliable. . the requisite assumptipn will never be fully
. Justified, because controls on three or four
Current family status and whether or not - variables will rarely, if ever, remove all
the men were cver married were strongl: - differences between ethnic groups, At other
related to druy use.  Those marricd and Living sgLimes, the ethnicity variable or the black--
with their wives had the lowest pereentaes, white pa}L of it will be used in the analysis.
wvhile those Tiving with women to whon they o 3
Al
- ) o
.
+
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“asked if their last use had

.

(-

This chapter deals with the question of cur-
rent use, defined in a variety of ways.
Whilé it is important to know something of

. the extent to which a drug has ever been

used by a population, an equally important
consideration is the proportlon who continue
to use the drug. -

As discussed in earlier chapters, the amount
of information collected ‘about a man's drug
history, including his current use, was
dependent on the total use of each drug
reported by the respondent. Only men who
«reported using a drug ten times or more were
asked specific questions about current use
of that drug; specifically, these men were
been within 24
hgurs, 30 days, or if longer, the month and
yZar of most recent use. It is thus possible
to define carrent prevalence or 'current
users' among this group in terms of various
time periods--anywhere from pse within the’

last day to use within the last year or more.

Respondents who had used a drug less than’ 10
times were asked only the year of most recent
use. It is problematlc in the case of the
men who reported use in 1974-75, the year
prior to their being interviewed, whether
they should be counted as current users;
‘perhaps .they were still in the experimental
stage with the pOSSlblllty that some will
‘become regular users, while others may have
stopped using and will never use again. ‘A
partial solution 'to this problem is provided
by information-concerning the .respondent’s
perception of the chances that he will be
using each class of drugs three yecars aftel®
the interview. When those who have used a

. drieg less"than 10 times were categorized into

two periods of most recent use, pre-1974 and
1974- 73, and their responses to the questlon

about chances ‘0of future use ‘into no chance

and some. chance, it was found that the degree

’

-'a drug at least ten times.

" months.

..within 24 hours.

3 Current Prevalence = -

AN
© . o~

of association between these two variables,

‘as measured by Gamma, ranged from a low of

.57 for opiates to a high of. .97 for alcohol;
the Gammas for marihuana and cocaine showed
strong associations of .92 and .70, respec-
tively. Clearly, these results suggest the
inclusion of the experimenters whose most
recent use was in the year prior to the
interview in the category of current users.

The basic findings on current use within time
periods ranging from 24 hours to 12 months

are presented in Table 3.1. The percentages’
are based both on the number of those who .
ever‘used each drug and on the total sample. *
The distributions in the first six rows of

the table apply only to those men who used

The last row
applies to all users. Use in 1974-75 is
generally employed as the definition of

current use in this report because it is

then possible to classify those who ised a

drug less than 10 times as well as those for
whom more specific data were obtained. '

Most of the interviews were conducted from
November, 1974, to March, 1975; a féw were .
done in October, 1974, and April and May, =~ ¥
1975. The mean‘time period covered by 'use

in 1974-75" is.about a year; for individual
respondents it ranges between 10 .and’ 17

B A

The most conservadtive definition of current
prevalence is use of a drug within the last

24 hours. It will be noted that among those
who have ever used drugs, prevalence is

highest for the socially acceptable drugs,
cigarettes and alcohol, with 72 and 48
percent, respectively, reporting use. Maris
huana ranks thirdj 'approximately one-fi fth :
of those who have ever used it Lpdlcated use
The populagity of these
three drugs is also evident in the percentages

A
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- Table 3.1 Cumuldbive Pereent Repuﬁing Current UsejWithin Selected Time P‘erio‘ds‘al o o - '
CIGARETTES?  ALCOHOL * WIRTHIN  PSYCIEDELICS™ STINUIANTS  SEDTLVES WO GPATES O0CALNE
(Percentapes) Users Total 'Users Total Users Total Useérs Total-Users Total Users Total Users Total Users Totdl Users Total
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Most recent use
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Any use in 1974-75 . B0 BT 6 B % T8 L I O A R [ R TR
(including experi- . o oo : ‘ ‘ o

menters whose most | | L o
recent use was o , , .

1974-75)

o

a . ., ) . . . . , . , ! ' ’ . .
Information on most recent use within the tine periods shown in the first six rows of this, tabl¥ was obtained only for men who used'a drug nore
than 10 times. '

No information on most recent use of cigarettes for those who_ used less than 10 times, 4 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ LA
. ’ ! L ‘ : . » ‘ ) ‘_ .\}_‘_
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Tavle 3.2.

Current Use by Yearléf'Birth (?éréentagés)|’

‘ 'Drdg

. Tobal

YEAR OF. BIRTH _

1944 1945 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951

1957 1959 1554

)

2510

g

17

196

290

Ciga:ettes
Alcohol

Marihuana

Psychedelics -

Stimulants
Sedatives;
Hefoin .
Opiates

Cocaine

60

9

. 38

7

12

10

63

" 90

26

92

19

56

61

90 -

26

254 223 215 2%
" Sk 63 68
91 91 94
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549

)

245

59

91

44

15

11

.

13

261 247
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11
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11
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of 'the total sample who report use within the p01nts for the’ other drugs. Cocaine. appe@rsv"

‘Same time period; these range from 50 percent . once again as a drug of recent popularity;
for cigarettes to 11 percent for marihuana. ' 51 percent of those, who ever used cocaine ‘
These flgures contrast sharplywith the very Are current users, but almost one-half of
low or Zero percentages who' report use within - the current users had used it less than’ lO )
. - 24 hours of drugs such as, the\psychedellcs "+ timés» ) v - AR
. and stimulant$. o . - o , R '
. AR L C VARTATIONS IN CURRENT USE BY SELECTED ..
A broader definition of current use includes CHARACTERISTICS ‘-t
. use within. the last 30 days.. ThlS results in : : : .
alcohol replacing C1garettes is the drig of S While the drug by “drug dlfferences in current 'Z'
hthLSt prevalence--more than 80 percent of " use are of interest, variations, by such ..
the¢ users and of the total sample have used * characteristics as year of birth, race and
alcohol within this time pCELOd Of, those ‘ education are more relevant to an understand-®
+  who used marihuana, almost half reported ‘ ing of drug use,” -The broad definition of
that they had used it within the last month; - current use, any use in 1974-75, including
with the total sample as -the base, the pro-- ‘experimental use within this period, is
portion is slightly more than one-fourth. .  utilized to present the data By selected

=TT . .. -.characteristics in Tables 3.2 through 3.7.
W1th current prevalence defined in ‘terms of ’ ) '

use within & month, stimulants and sedatives ° Year of Birth R n
show. 51zablt increases in prevalcnce among . . o
users‘in comparison with a definition bdfsed. The most salient feature involving year of
on a 24 hour period, although they still birth is the marked tendency for.more men in
rank below tobacco, alcohol and marihuapa. - ' the yqunger cohorts to-be using drugs - .
Some of this increase is due to fairly infre- .. currently (Table 3.2). While no clear.ten-
quent quasi-niedical use. On the basis of “" dency exists for cigarettes and alcohol,
the screenigg procedure discussed, in Chapter there is a definite trgnd in the case of
2, the percentages of quasi- -medical ‘users - marihuana; “49 percent of the youngest men - .
among current users of stimulants and sedatlves (20 years old) in the sample are current .-
are 24 .and 37, respectively. .. users in comparison with 26 percent of the
. ) oldest cohprt (30 yedrs old). Although
Lwo 1n£crest1ng pattorns of change ‘aré noted -~ -less. pronounced & game general:pattern-is -
when thé definition of current use is broad- ev1dent for all the other, drugs.
endd to include use’within the past twelve - : ' ;
months. On the one hand, ci'gatrettes and That the younger men are more‘likely to be
lcohol show relatively. small increases;. this. . current users is not surprising in view of
/}és consistent with the .fact that these drugs ’ the generally hlgher incidence of drug use -
.are commonly used on a daily, weekly or at “Y among the younger men and the fact that
most monthly basis. On the other hand,. the ' they have started using more recently than
perceuntages for current users of the‘other - the, older mén. It7may be that use begins
drugs show marked iuncreases when the time ' to_decline after a number of years of use,
period-is increased to a year. In.the case - "but the analysls of cessation of use is
., of the st?mulantq, sedatives, and opiates, incomplete, and it is.too early to make such
" which incr¢ase to 32, 30 and 20 percent; . an asseértion.
respectively, some of jfthe increase is due to ] ’ " ) . v
infrequent quasi-medi al use of these drugs; - Race’ . ,
oue~-fourth to one-third of the current users ] . .
of these drugs are quasi-medical users.: Data on current use for whltes and blacks
i ' ) . are presented in Table-3.3. Blacks exceed .
The last row in Table 3.1 is of special - - whites in-current use of marihuana, heroin,
interest, because the di fference between it ] .opiates and cocaine, but show a lower per-
.and the row above indicates the extent of * centage of alcohol use.
current ecxpcrimental use of all but one o ' . . T
(tobacco) of the nine classes of drugs exam- Sirce racial differénces in lifetime use of
ined in this study. With the addition of . drugs were related to age, age was controlled *
experimental uscers whose most recent use was in the examination of current use and race .
S 1w1974-75, it will be scen that the iucrease (Table uot shown). The same trend toward
iu percentages of current users ‘rdanges from . convergence of whites and blacks that was
a Tow of 2 percentage points for alcoliol to noted for lifetime usec was observed for
a high of 24 purcentag‘ peoints for cocaine. current use. Specifically, for those drugs
Except for heroin, which .increases 3 percen- - (marihuana, heroin, opiates and cocaine)’
tage poiuts (from 28 to 31 percent) there for which blacks exceed whites in current .
N\ is aun.average iuncrcase of abod® 14 percenytage - use, the racial differences. are” greatest: i
3(')' . ‘.A ’
. . . _— .
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D & - ... Table 3.3.

Yoo
Loy - s L : T

C’).u‘rfent Use by -'Race - (Percentages) -

o Ttlnt'?aI,(]i.'f-:f * White.. Black
N . R N | .
‘ n - 2510~ 4 2103 303 -
'C’igare‘ttes P 60 . '-’% 59 66 .
N+ Alcohol . o 92, L JaFa 92. " 85"
’ ! . - . T ) ¢ N -
Marifmana ' : . .38 ‘ oo 375 48
"7 Y Psychedelics "¢ 7 . 8 7
‘Stimulants = = . 12 4 ; .0 12 o 11
‘. o | Sedatives .7 9 9 8
Y Heroin 2 AR | } Y
. ; i . ._i & i + . T
) Opiates- . ) L0100 . S 10 “ 13
e Cocaine - "y -7 7 10
]‘Includgd",'ﬁ‘er;a are 104.who classified themselves as ‘dther than,‘yite or -
black. - ’ - .. . o
Lt -t - L P . ’ SR
. . L 'h L ._ T 4‘v"_ .-‘ ‘-‘_.<v. (. ,?—,
Table 3.4. Curreiit Use by Edﬁéatioﬁ (Percentages) - '
) 2 - - . 'I 7
g R |  EDUCATION - ) .
S L \ Lekss Than High School Some ¥ College
Drug Total High School Graduate® College Graduate
. ~ R . » )
/ a - - X o ¥ “ k
. ’ n_- 2510 . 394 - - 933 713 - 470
- - . 4 o « - . N -
. © Cigarettes 60 « - 81 " 65 54 ! " 38
" Alcohol 92 87 y 93, 93 .91
Marihuana 38 -39 35 T 44 3 -
- Psychedelics 7 7. . 7 "10 ‘ 5
Stimulants - 12 o1 13 Yol 8
Sedatives & 9. 10 - 9 9 s 8
" Heroin .2 5 0 2 Lor s
dpiates - 10 10 11 10 9
Cocaine 7 5 7. ' 6 e 10 A )
“%Lesy than l_ialf of onea.percent_. 3 e . ' -
- [\ - R .
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.-a difference of 18 percentagepoints.
.among the youﬁgest men ik the sample, those

‘percentage points. ]
exceed blacks in current ‘use, the differences

*a

among the older men. For example; whereas

21 percent of whites born in 1946 or earlier
were currently using marihuana, the percen-
tage for blacks in this age group was 39--
,However,

born in 1953 or 1954, the percentage of

current users for whites was 49 in comparison

with 51 for blacks, a difference'of only 2
Conversely, where whites

are greatest among the younger men. For

- example, among the youngest men 10 percent

mord of the whites than of the blacks were
current users of sedatiyes; the -comparable

difference was 1 per;gﬂ&\asong the oldest men.
. : ‘ R

Education . : -
In Table 3.4 the data on current use are
presentéd for four levels of comp;eted educa-
tion. It will be noted that cigarette use

declines .considerably as education level

* increases; the percentage of current users
‘among college graduates i§ about half that of
-men with leqs thah a hlgh school education.

Current use of alcohol shows little variation-
by educational level, although -the percentage
is slightly lower among high school dropouts.
Current use of marihuana evidences ‘a complex
relationship with educational level. “Current
use is greatest (44 percent) among those with -
some college education; the next highest

figure (39 percent) is found among those with .
‘less ‘than a high school education.

College
graduates are essentially identical to high
school graduates in extent of current use of
this drug. Weak negatiye relationships also
exist for psychedelics, stimulants, sedatives,

‘heroin, opiates, and cocaine; however, here

again those men who attended college but did
not graduate tend to deviate from the overall
downward_trendr :

4

" The p0551b111ty that age''was respon51ble

for these patterns of current use in re-
lation to education was controlled by
grouping the sample into four age categorles.
20-21, 22-24, 25-27 and 28- 30" years old. The
patterns observed within these groups were
essentially the same as those.shown in Table

.3.4. " Also, in arjother table not included

here, the relationship between undgrgraduate
major and current use was examined for all
men who had ever attended college. With
social sc1énces, fine arts and human1t1es
distinguished from other majors, it was~ found
that current use wag higher for.those in the
social sciences, fine arts and humanities
category for all drugs except cigarettes and
heroin. The differences were small (on the

. order of one to 'three percentages points) for

alcohol and opiates, but much larger for the
other drugs where they ranged from 5 to 18

- lations.

- of drugs (Table 3.5).
. highest percentages of use are observed, for

K

points, Both former and current 'college
students were included in this analysis,  and .
‘it is not known whether these differences

are due to past or current influences of the
college milieu. Wevertheless, the di‘fferences -~
are con51stent and they agree with the -
findings of - other stud1es of college popu-" . -,

B . . W
Current Family Status A

‘ Id¥Chapter 2 it was found that thé current -

famlly status of the men in’the sample was
strongly related to ‘lifetime use of drugs.*
The 'same relationship-holds for current use
Once again, the

hose men Living with women to whom they -

ere not married. They are followed by
those 1iv1ng 1ndependently»and-the_menast;ll
living in the parentalthome fhe married
men living with their wives show the ‘lowest
percentage of current use for every drug ',
except cigarettes and alcohol.’ Even among
these men’ one fourth ,are currently using
mar1huana, and the percentages for the other
drugs are not negllglbla

-Employment Status jj . ) v ~ . N
Employment “status also appears to be linked
to current use. Comparlson of the full-time

* workers (30 or more hours per week, .n = 1980)

with the unemployed (n = 213) shows the

latter group to be, on the 'average, 12 percent
higher in current use of all drug classes .
except alcohol. Two.other employment status
categories, student (n = 282) and part-time

-(less than 30 hours per week; n = 35) fall

intermediate between the full time and

‘unempléyed eategories in the percentage of

current users. For two drugs, sedatives and N
cocaine, those worklng partitime slightly >
exceed the other groups in current use.

Size of City of(Current_Resigence

The city or town whére a respondent was: .
residing when he was interviewed was coded in-
terms of population size. 1In Table 3.6 the

“ relationship bétween current use and city

size is reported; the 36 men who were 1nter¥
viewed in ‘locations out51de the U.S. are

-1nc1uded in a separate category because size

of city was not ‘coded for them

For all drugs except c1garette5;and alcohol,

current use varied directly with city size.
This positive trerd is quite evident for
marihuana; .for example, 53 percent of the

‘_TNﬂT“reStéthg—iﬁ—ett1654€f*9ﬂe~m¥ll%99—ﬂx—————————

more were currently Gsing this drug in
comparlson with only, 28 percent of the men
11v1ng in commun1t1es of less’ than 2, 500

. .
‘.

“

\J <
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.Table,3.5;u Current-Use by Current Family Stafus (Percentageé):‘

T e -

CURRENT FAMILY;STATUS

« Married, Living Coupled, Living

‘ Living In

L Drug Total - With Spouse With Partner In&ependent Parental Home
’ . . . T -
n__ 3510 1309 > 120 796 285
'1 o Cigarettes 60 62 : 69 - 58 47
" Alcohol 92 91 9% -, 9% R 7,
Marihuana 38 .7 g5 68 - . 56 38"
“Psychédelics ' 7 -3 o 17 ‘14 7
Stimilants 12 .6 : 32, 20 B
_ Sedatives. 9 . s 26 14 7
- Heroin S S 11 2 2
. o _ | BN .
Opiates- -~ 10 - ‘ 8 1%‘ 13 9
" Cocaine S 2 ° 24 - 13 7
LY o -
" :
Table 3.6 - Current Use by'Size of City of Residence atiTime of Interview (Percentages)
. S o Co i
@ . . i :
- D “ Outside .1,000,000 100,000 25,000 2,500  Less Than
- - Total}% U.S. Or More Plus . PFus Plus 2,500
‘ (2,510) (36) (146) - (631) (575)  (757) (352)
Cigarettes " - 60 : _ . 64 - 57 - 61 58 59 62
Alcphol 92 Y 97 92 93 .93 91 88
Marihuana 38 . - 36 53 wh T a2 32 28
. : ' . ) o . . . . . . ? : \ . A'u“ g ’ .
- Psychedeliés‘ 7 ©.19 i 8 8 8 - 4A
Stimulants: - 122 . 11 L2 1% 13 10 ¥
. ' _— DT CNL >
Sedatives . ) 9 . 14 . 12 . 11 - 10 8 5
Heroin o2 e o S 1 1 1
Opiates .10 , - 14 . . ., 15 1L 11 .9 6
B Ly » S 9 7 6 4
h ' RN ) a ! s o L7 o . )
. o e . e AN
Irotal intludes 13 cases where size of city is unknown. - ) _ L
ST g o
o o ’ ’ / .. M .. ’ i i hd
: S ! R - o [ s S
O
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Table 3.7. Current Use by Lifetime Extent of Use (Percentages)’

N

»

EXTENT OF USE .

- Total

Drug Users
Alcohol =~ 95
Marihuana _”FT-69

Stimulants 43"

Sedatives 44
Opiates Jﬂ33

- b
» . Cigarettes 86
Psychedelics 34
Heroin. o 31"

Cocaine . .51

Experimental Light Moderate Heavy-. .Heaviest

52.° 92 95 98- . 98
398 91)  (318)  (599) - (933)-,
S 34 % 79 .- T 93 Tl
. (423) (231) . (227) (501) ...
Quasi-Medical Expérimental ‘Light Heavy
. . ot s
24 27 - 50 70
(108) (207) - (242) (132)
.37 ‘ 27 56 68
(99) 1(177) - . (158) (74)
35 o7 T w8 TS
(286) (300) (145)- (48) -
Less Than 10 To 99 100 To 999 1000 Or
10 Times Times Times ~°  More Times
b“J 2% R 89
231y (249) (260) L Q471)
22 46 49 60
(291) ¢ (192) (57) (10)
11 54 41 50
(72) (41) @7y (18)
41 66 T 63 - 64
(214) (103) (2&) (11)
] .

v

aNumbers in.paregtheses represent the number who have ever used in the
. v

category.

~

O
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‘bInformation not okhtadined in interview.
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Though small ;elative to marihuana, the

‘percentages of current users for the other

. Current Use

-measures of lifetime -extent of use.

-the measures of extent of use.

drugs, especially heroin, opiates and
cocaine, also display pronounced positive )
relationships.with city size. The diVe;gent
percentages for the respondents -who were
located outside of the U.S. may reflect
nothing more than the;instability of percen-
tages based on Qn%z_§ cases.

a.!’vExte_nvt of _Us_e

Finally, cu:rent_use,'definéd~gs‘use_within
1974-75, will be examined: in terms of varioug
3 The
order. in which the drugs are presented varies
from other tables because of differences in

I

. The data :in Table 3.7 indicate that there is

a positive relationship between the extent

- of lifetime use and current use; the percen-

tages for current use increase with the

extent of use. This pattern is marked for

'.Qmarihuana,“and equally marked for stimulants,

sedatives,and opiates, if quasi-medical use

is ignored.

The same pattern is observed for cigarettes,
psychedelics and, with minor reversals, for
heroin and cocaine, "In- general, the
inference is ‘¢lear: the more a man had used
a drug in the past, .the more likely he was"
to be using it curréntly.

-

"This discussion of current use may be concluded

O
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with a brief‘gbmment*on a finding implicit
in Table 3.1. If the percentage of curreat

- users of a drug, in the columns based on

any use of it, is subtracted from 100, the
result is the percentage who implicitly L
claim to have. quit using the drug. Thus, ‘14
percent of the ciga}ette smokers have not

. smoked within the last year;'5 percent of

-order to determine the correlates and,

alcohol users have hot used it within the last
year, and in these terms 31 pércent of the
marihuana users have quit. Obviously, .the
percentages are highest for the drug classes -
showing the lowest extent of current use.
Cocaine ranks high in the percentage of 1life-

time users who were current users.

Whether or not the lack of continuity in use

of these drug classes may be regarded as an
indication the men have quit using them 'is an
important question, and it is one not :
considered in this initial report. Men who, .
used a drug cl&ss 10 or more times,. but who
indicated their most recent use was more

than one month prior to the interview were
queried concerning whether or not they
believed that they had quit using that drug.
Preliminary'analysis of this information
suggests that most of those who were not
current users (over 90 percent for all
classes, except alcohol where the figure is
80 percent) perceive themselves as having
quit., Further analysis will allow a descrip-

tion of "the "quitters" in more detail in

hopefully, the causes of quitting.

-

a
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4 Estimates of Drug Use in the

Populahon of Young Men -

The data presented in this report pertain to
the 2,510 men who were interviewed, However,
the major questions of interest relate to,
the ,population of young men from which the
sample was drawn,. While 1t is of interest
that 55 percent of the men who could be
located and. 1nterv1ewed indicated that they
had used marihuana; a more important question
How many of the. approximately 19,000,000
men between the ages of 20 and 30 in the |
United States have used marihuana? 0bv1ously,
a similar question may be posed for each of

.the drug classes,

If all of the 3,024 men in the sample, or
all of the 2,981 men capable of being inter-
viewed, had been located and interviewed,

the task of making projections to the popula-
tion of young men would not be problematic,
The original sample was- randomly selected

and was representative of all young men in

the country; if all of them had been inter-
viewed, sampling error could have been
handled by establishing confidence limits
around the percentages of use observed in
the sample. In this event, -one would be ~
reasonably certain-that the true percentage

.

Table 4.l. Estimates of Drug Use in the Total Population of Young Men '20-30 "

Years 01d in 19Y4, on the Assumptions: a) that the Interviewed

Sample is a Random Sample of the Populatlon, b)' that None of the

Noninterviewed Men Used Each Drug; c) +that All of the Nonlnter-

viewed Men Uséd Each Drug (Percentages) !

7 .
Observed Per- A » b c
cent of Use 95% Confi- .ssuming No Assuming All
In Sample dence Limits Others Used Others Used
Tobacco 88 87-89 74 90
“Alcohol 97 -96-98 82 97
‘Marihuana -55 ' 53-57 46 62 . .
Psychedelics To22 20-24 18 34 ;
Stimulants 27 26~29 23 39 }
Sedatives 20 19-22 117 33
Heroin ' 6 5- 7 .5 21
Opiates 31 29-33 26 42
Cocaine = 14 13-15 12 28
42
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of yse of a'particularvdrug class in the

- population was within those:limits. However,
only 84 percent of the *target sample was
interviewed, and literally nothlng is$ known
about, the drug use of the 471 men who were
not" terv1ewed '

- Various assumptions can, however, be made-
“about their drug use in order to make

'-lnferences about drug use in the populatlon
of young men. -The percentages shown in
Table 4.1 were calculatéd on the basis of -
three different assumptions. Shown in the

first column are the percentages of use

reported by the 2,510 men who were interviewed.

Column A is based on the assumption that
.. these 2,510 men were 'a random sample from the
K populatlon of approx1mate1y 19,000,000 men
. between the ages.of 20 and 30 in the United
‘States, and the percentages reflect the 95
percent confidence limits within which the
true population percentages would then lie.

There were 471 men who were not 1nterV1ewed
if one assumes that none of them had used
any -of the drugs, the percentages for the
entire sample (N = 2,981) would be those
shown in Column B in Table 4.1. On the
other hand, if one makes the opposite
assumptlon, that all of the 471 missing men
had used all of the drugs, the percentages
would then be those shown in Column C. . The
confidence limits around these estimates
would be of the same order of. magnitude as
those in Column A

- The assumption on Whlch Column A is based
is known to be false, and the assumptions
on which Columns-B and C are based are, of
course, highly unreallstlc Nevertheless,
the findings are 1nstruct1ve, this is
especially true for the minimum estimates
given in Column B for such drugs as heroin-:
and cocaine. The most conservative estimate
is that 5 percent of the young men in the
Unitdd States have used heroin, and 12
- percent have used cocaine. The upper limits
for these drugs, a3 shown in Column C, are
highly improbable. For all of thg other
drugs the ranges given are undoubtedly too
wide, but they might be usé&ful as rough
guides for policy makers.

Thé‘population represented'by the sample

in this study was almost 19,500,000. The .
death rate in the sample (36/3 024 or. .012)
is probably an underestimate of deaths in
the population of young males because this
population count is based on the 1960, Census
when the age range of the men was 5 to 15.
Presumably some males died before reaching

’ marihuana
vto 11,800,000 have used it.

the interviews were completed, the population
represented by the sample was approx1$ate1y
19,200,000. A better estimate of the popula-
tion of young :mdles is provided in the Census
Bureau's Clirrent Population Reports (No. 541,
Series P-25, February, 1975). -The estlmate
for males age 20 to 30 inclusive, was 18 97ﬁ
000 as of July 1, 1974; this figure 1nc1udes
armed forces overseas., ,Fbr’practical
purposes, the;efore, the total sample,
excluding the deceased, may be. regarded as
representing approximately 19 million men.

If one uses that flgure, the percentages in-
CGolumn B translate into ap roximately .
950,000 -young men who havetq§sﬁ heroin and

2 300 ,000 who have used cocaine., For

‘a crude estimate is that 8,700,000

3

f

. More accurate estlmates can be made by taking

into account the known characteristics of :

the men who were mot interviewed. Unfortunate-
ly, only limited data were available regardlng
‘these men, because Selective Service supplled
only such 1nformat10nﬁas was needed to !
locate prospective respondents. ‘Included'’
were two variables that were found to be
related to drug use in the'intérviewed

portion of the sample. "One was year of birth.
The other was the.size of the. city in which
the respondent had lived-most of the time

to the age of 18. For the nonlnterV1ewed men
the city of residence at age 18 and its

size are known. Table 4.2 was’ constructed

on the assumption that for the men who were
interviewed, the city of residence to age 18
was the c1ty of residence at age 18.

In this table the interviewees are compared
with the nonirnterviewcd men in- teriﬁ of
year of birth and city size. In Pahel B
those cells, where the entry is higher for

the noninterviewed men than the corresponding
entry -for those 1nterv1ewed are underlined.
These cells are clustered in the upper left

‘portion of the table; in other words, failures

to obtain interviews were more common among
the older men and among men from the larger
cities. .

It will be recalled that city size was direct-
ly, and age inversely, related to drig use,
The older men were less likely to have used
most of the drugs, but men. from large cities
were moce likely to have used then. Thus,

the two relawionships presumably work in

-opposite directions for the noninterviewed

men, and to some extent cancel out each -
other.’ One would, therefore, expect the
xates of drupg use among thPAnnnlntervwede'

age 18, an age achieved by all of the men in
the orlglnal sample. On the basis of thesg
figures, it is estimated that, at the time

Q
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‘Table 4.2. Distribution of Interviéwed and Noninterviewed Men By Year of Birth ahd

* © City Size - (Rate Per.1000)

AT, S .

~ YEAR OF BIRTH

CITY SIZE 194446
A. Interviewed Sample (2510)
1,000,000 or More 16
~ 100,000-999,999 ) 51
25,000-99,999 37
2,500-24,999 . 60
Less Than 2,500 ' : 43
Outside U.S. or Unknown 8
Total 216
B. Not'interviewed (471), .
1,000,000 or More . . ° T 41
100,000-999,999 , 89
25,000-99,999 . 51
2,500-24,999 : 49
Less Than 2,500 R 66
Outside U,S, or Unknown 8
Total 310
]
C. Expected Number of
Marihuana Users Among L
"Noninterviewed '
1,000,000 or More o 13.2
100,000-999,999 ) ) 18ﬂ5
\25,000-99;999 - 9.8
Y2,500-24,999 9.2
*‘Less Than 2,500 . 7.4
Outside U.S., or Unknown 1.6
\'ETotal ‘ ‘ -y 59.7

<

Precise estimates, however, can be obtaineq
and are shown in Panel C of Table 4.2
rate of marihuana use observed among'the 40
men in the upper left cell of Panel A wasg

" multiplied by the number of men, 22, in the

corresponding cell of Panel B, t© érrive at
the figure in the comparable cell in Panej
C. This procedure was followed‘for each of
the 24 cells in the table, and resulted jg

.the estimate that, had the 471 missing meq

been interviewed, 253 of them would have
reported use of marihuana. :

The same procedure was used for each of rhe
other drugs, and the results are shown ip

O
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Table 4.3. Unlike the earlier tables, in
which the. percentages were rounded €0 two
. . ~

L3

7

The e

o

44

1947-49 1950-52 1953-54 . Total _
22 22 .15 75 -
64 .. 73 .55 243
47 62 . 39 186
84 &2 A 291
53 50 - 36 182

6 6 6 24
276 295 214 1000
47 30 ] 6 © 130
104 66 34 293
47 36 30 163
79 ~ 53 25 206
‘38 < - 38 23 166
© 13 : 1y ' 6 42
327 238 125 1000
16.0 9.7 2.4
31.4 22.3 10.4
11.9 S 11.0 7.3 s
18.9 - 15.0 7.6
7.0 - 10.3 5.8
2.4 3.1 0.6
87.6 71.4 34.1 "252.8

placéS, three places were retained in this
table to show how small the differences are.

.The expected rates of tobacéo and alcohol

use among the noninterviewed men are higher
than among the ones interviewed, but by less
than one percent. . For heroin the eXpected
rate is identjical to the one observed, and
for. all other drugs the expected rates are
slightly lower; the largest difference is

1.7 percentage points for psychedelics.

In the final tyo columns of Table 4.3 the
estimated cases are, added to the observed

cases, and the percentages that would have

been, obtained for the total. sample of 2,981,

if these estimates are accurate, are shown.

The -largest difference between these percentages

>

fy
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Table 4.3.?,E5timafed'Ratés of Drug Use, and Numbers of Users

A. Observed and Estimated Raggs of Drug Use S

3

Obsefved

‘Interviewed Sample

e In

Estimated Use In
Noninterviewed Men

Estimated Use In
‘Total Sample

Cocaine

N

¥

(2510) S Cy 5 IS o (2981)
. i n ") __ Percent . __Percent n Pc’a'rc-e-'.nt
Tobacc;;>“ . 2211 83.1 419 89,0 2630 88.2
Alcohqi ' 2434 97.0 458 97.2 2892 97.0
ﬂarihuan& _ 1332 55.1 253 . 53.7 1635 54.8
‘Psychedelics 550 21.9 95 - 20.2 645 21.6
Stimulants 689. 27.4 ﬁ;}' C26.1 812 - 27.2
Sedatives 508 20.2 93 C19.7 601 . 20.2
Heroin . 148 5.9 28 o ~  5.9 176 5.9
Opiates 779 " 31.0 141 29,9 - | ;920 36.9
‘ 352 ¢ 14.0 63 13 "J/ 415 - 13,9

B. Estiméfed Numbers of Men th‘Have Used

(In Thousands)

=

Most Probable

N —
e
Lower Limit
Tobacco 16,530
Alcohol 18,240
‘Marihuana © 10,070
Psychedelics ) : 3;800
Stimulﬁnﬁs 4,9?0”
‘Sedativeé - 3,ﬁ&0
Heroin | ébo
Opiétcs 5,5&0
Cocaine | » ‘ 92;470

Upper Limit

45

Figure -
'16,720 16,910
, 5
18,430 18,6go ;‘
10,450 10,830
4,180 © 4,560
;,130 5,510
3,800 4,180
1,140 1,330
5,890 6,270
2,660 72,850
)
i .
o
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-.Table 4.4.; ﬁétiﬁated¢Rates'of Current (1974-75) Dfpg.Use, and Numbers of Use

A. Observed and égtiﬁaged Rates of Current Drug Use :
' Observed Use In ' Estimate&'Use In _ Estimated Use In '
Interviewed Sample . Noninterviewed Men . ‘Toqgl_Sample
(2510) L (a7 (2981) .
‘ nl Pe;cent B n Efrcent a | n Péféen;%_
Cigarettes .. 1494 . - 59.5 282 - 59.9 - 1776 59.6"
Alcéhoi_' - 2301 BT 433 . 919 Coams o9LT7
Marihuana 960 38.2 171 3.3 TR TR f-./’f\;;
“Psychedelics 186 7.4 gé a2 o 215 ";t 7.2
_Stimulants - 295 -+ 11.8 ' 49 0.4 . 344 11.5°
ot , - o . , o
Sedatives - 224 8.9 18 8.1 262 8.8
— Heroin . 46 1.8 8 ‘1.7 ' 54 1.8
' opiates 255 10.2 - " E ‘9.3 | 299 - 10.0
_Cocaine‘ L 178 - 7.1 . 29 f 6.2 - 207 6.9
© B, Estimated Numbers of Men Wh7/Used-in 1974-75 (In Thousands)
- ._ " : ] Most qubaﬂle ‘ /i
: Lower Limit ) Figure - Upper Limit
cigéretcés "'10,980 S 11,320 ‘ 11,670
Algohol - 17,230 . 17,420 | © . 17,610
. Marihuana 6,880 " : " 7,200 v 7,520
' _psychedelics . - 1,200 ' 1,370 1,540 ",
Stimulants 1,980 »v f,iso o230 .
Sedatives 7 i,4so' £ 1,670 1,860
Heroin 250 '/ = 340 | 440
Opiates 1,696 .- 1,900 2,110
Cocaine 1,140 - 1,310 | 1,480
| ‘
- 46
%

O
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and those observed in the sample is three- . - In’short the data in this table show that,

tenths of a percentage po1nt for marihuana - - accordlng to the best estimates avallable,
~and” for .psychedelics. Rounded to two digits, more than 1 ,000,000 men in the 20-30 year
the percentages in the 'two columns-are 1dent1— range have used her01n, over 2,500,000 have
cal. ) . used cocaine and more than 10,000, 000 have .
v ’ ) ’ ' used marihuana. : '
The estimates in the last columi of Table o ) ] L
4.3 are the best that can be ‘made from the The same procedure was used to-estimate
data currently awallable in thlS study, current use (use in 1974- 75), and the
they are based on all of the information . results are presented in Table 4.4. Once
availgble about the men who were not inter- | again, the estimates for use of cigarettes

ewed, namely, year.of birth and residence and alcohol among "the men who were .not -
!s!?ge 18, when the men registered with . - . interviewed are slightly highér than the
Sefective Service. An additional varlable, rates observed -among the men who .were inter-
the ‘geographical area in which the men resided, - viewed; for all other drugs the rates are
will be employed in later analyses. If ® _slightly lower. When the observed and
region is found to be strongly related to estimated numbers are, combined to provide
drug use, it could change the *estimates: “ . an estimate For the’ entire sample for a
_.presented in this chapter) but it is anti- particular drug, the estimate is very similar
‘cipated that .such changes would be minimal. to the percentage observed in the portion
" It may be noted that the rate of use among . of the sample that was 1nterv1ewed, in fact,
the noninterviewed men would have to differ when the figures are rounded to two
from that among the men interviewed: by almost decimal places, "they are identical.
five percentage points to change the rate ‘ -
for the entire sample by one percentage To construct Panel B, 95 percent confldence
p01nt limits were used to éstimate the range

within which the true number of ‘users of
On the basis of this analysis it was con~ . - these drugs in 1974-75 probably lies. At
cluded that the confidence limits shown in least a quarter of a million men in the 20
Column A in Table 4.1 may be used as inclusive . to 30 age range used heroin in this, period,
of the true percentages of lifetime use of and it.is more likely that the figure is
drugs among the 19 million men who were 20 - one-~third of a million. For most of the . ,
to 30 years old in 1974. These limits were - other drugs, the most probable- figures fall
applied to produce the first and third . between one and two million although the
columns of Panel B in Table 4.3. The middle . estimate is 7 million for marihuana, 11.
column is based on the first andMthird: ~ . °  million for cigarettes -and 17 million for °
columns in Panel A, rounded to two digits. ) alcohol. .
4
o
N
3
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Historically, the termsegidémic has been used

“ in reference to the extensive and rapid -

spread of an infectious disease, such as

“typhoid fever, that had pathological
‘consequences both for the individuals who

contracted it and for the communities in
which«they lived. Recently, the term has
been used to describe the spreading use
of drugs, particulary heroin.
Many knowledgeable individuals have
suggested that a heroin epidemic began in
the United States in the 1960s. Employing
the year of first heroin use reported by"
patients in treatment programs, Jaffe
(1973) and DuPont and Greene (1973) have
characterized the rising use of heroin '
as an epidemic, dated its onset. as about
1965, and set its peak between 1968.and
1970. These investigators also suggested-
that there may have been some variations
by region in the timing of the epidemic.
Their data indicated that the. spread .of
heroin declined in the late 1960s. or early
1970s, but because their respondents were
patients in treatment or samples selected
on a nonrandom basis, their evidence was
by no means conclusive.

L 4 E
Whilé it is questionable whether the
analogy of a discase is appropriate for. drug
use, some of the concepts of epidemiology
are useful in an effort to describe patterns
of "usage. The question of an epidemie of
drug use refers to an historical issue, not
one of respondents' maturation. However,
both historical and maturational changes are
reflected in the data, because the sample
in this study -includes eleven birth cohorts.
In this chapter data are analyzed to assess
the incidence and prevalence of drug use
and the timing of changes withipn the sample

Q
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" 5 The Drug Epidemic

INCIDENCE OF DRUG USE {

The data on the incidence pf new users are
presented in the first two tables in this
chapter. The number :0f new usérs appearing
in each year from 1953 to 1974 is $hown
separately for the drug classes.in Table 5.1.
For example, four men smoked cigarettes by
1953, and nine more did so in 1954. These
data are presented in percentages in Table-
5.2; the base for percentaging in each °
column is the total number of men who reported
any use of the drug in their lifetime.

It must be noted that the zero entries in
these tables do ngt mean .that these drugs-
-were not being used in the-United States.
Such an ifnference could be drawn only if the
respondents had been selected from the entire
age range in the population.  Further, the
"low rates of incidence in the earlier.years
do not necessarily mean that incidence rates.
wete low in the population of the United
States in those years; for this sample they
were low in the early years in part because a
many of the men were too. young to try the
drugs. For example, some of the older men

qg»in the sample had used cigarettes'and alcohol

‘Before the younger men.were born. There.is
an increase in the number of new users of
cifgarettes and alcohol in the 1960s, but this
id not to be seen as an epidemic because use
‘of these substances has been widespread in
American society for many years. The appear-
ance of new users in this sample merely means
that the men were reaching the age at.which
use of these drugs was common.

This may also be true fof the other drugs,
although not necessarily to the same extent.

. In other words, the figurgs in Tables 5.1

and 5.2 may reflect not only the age of the’
men in the sample, or maturation effects,

48

but also the influence of historical changes),.
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Table 51 Number of New Ca‘se‘s '6f..Use By Drug and First Year -Lof\Usé

!

-3

4y ot

[

1

_' ngarettes Alcohol Marihyana "P'sychedelivcs"S'timulant's Sedatives

Heroin Opiates Cb'c.aine

1960

R+ T

k) - N q ' R "
1933 or earlier” 4. 5 0 S0 L , 0 © 04 0 1 04
5h L 16 S0 0 t 0 1 0 9 0
55 &9 1 0 0 0 1 0 6 0"
-5 B 14 27. 1 0 . 0 0 0 5 "0
TR 1Y 45 1 O 1 1 08 0.
. 58 S IS Y| .0 0 0 v 1, Yo g 0.
59 ; % 60 94 -1 0 1 L A A
103 163 3 .07 2 2 S0 ETE e
61 93 134 7 1 5 200y et 0
62 109 190 1 0 9 3 1 18 . P
63 . L4 185 19 0 5 5. 2 1 2
- bh 1 229 29 2 14 1 115 0
65 134 - 222 54 6 25 13 "2 28 3
66 U072 S § 82 17 ¥ 18 p 29 8
67 157 213 136 31 49 2 A B Y AR B
68 160 190 197 .55 555 8w . n -
69 166 155 218 113 06 - 6 26 1000 .35
1970 84 111 212 112 101~ 64 21 . 106 49t
71 71 59 149 82 92 72 26 9% 49
7 65 bhoc 140 63 83 82 26 90 6
o 2 9 81 40 50 63 10 K |
1974 (or 1975) 11 7 4o 26 29 37 5 22 29
Unknown -1 4 1 2 4 1 2 .8 1
TOTAL - 1744 2434 ( 1382 550 689 508 148 -~ 779 352
.
) S
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‘Table 5.2. New Cases of Use by Drug ,anc.l'Fi‘r;st Year of Use in Percentages: e I T
o o ‘ ! AN o ' ' ' . ‘

o . W . . . .
o : i N ]

. 3

‘Year"of ' Clgarettes Alcohol Marihuana Psychedelics Stimulants Sedatwes Heroin Opiates Cocaihe

IhFiz"st,-Usei C(L7ak)’ (2436)  (1382) - (5509 (689) (508) - (148) (779) (352)
1953 or earlier  * 1 0. 0 0 0 0k 0
54 1 1 0 0 0 * 0 1,0
55 1 1. 0 0 0. ke 00 10 0
56 1, 1 * 0 0 - 0 0 1 0
57 1 2 ok 0 L * 0" . 1 0
. 58 2 30 0 0 0 1 0
59 3, 4 f« 0 * 0 v o0 1 0
1960 6 7 %0 0 * * 0 1 0
) N 5 6. 1 * 1 * 0 1 0
62 . b 8 1 0 1 l 1 2 0
553 1 8. 1 0 1 1 12 1
64 8 9. 2 * 2 kg 12 0
65 ' g 9.4 1 b 3 1. b 1
66 10 10 b 3 6 b 44 2
ST 9 9 10_° 6. 7 "5 5 .« 6 2
S N g 8 14 10 1 1 510! 6_
9 10 6 16 21 15 12 ' 13 10
1970 5 5 15 20 ENC 13 18 13 1
it , G 2 11 15 13 14 s 12 14
o 4 2 10_ 11 v 16 8 12
I L * 6 7 7 12 7 9 20
1974 (or 1975) L : 3 5 4 T 3,03 .8
; Unknovgn -, % o LA 1. R 1 1 *
' . . ' b ‘ :
T0TAL . 101% 02 100%, 9% 1000 . 9% 99%  100%  100%
Percentages are ba'sed* on all men who have ever used a drug. )
*Less than half of one percent. ‘ ’
L «
y
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particularly in the prevalenq{gbf drug use
" in the general pbpulat""t BeBause of_ the
restricted age range i e sample, tnforma-
"tion‘on the extent of drug use in the popula-
‘tion of the United Statées must bg derlved
1arge1y from other _sources. S

For this reason and others that wj%l appear
latgr, ‘the next Tew pages should b&’read ‘as
simply ‘describing data for thlsfjiﬂple, not
.as ‘a description of an epldemlc n -the

next section, after further groundwoxk has

e been laidy. the inferences that can b drawn

.about ‘the d&gg epidemi€ in the generai
population ¥ill be dlscuqsed T -

s
v

For the readex 53 convenience, the largﬂst

- figure in each column is.underlined in 1ab1es
5.1 and 5!2. With the exceptlon of, alcohol
these. figures are found in the four-year.
period, 1969 to 1972. The peak year for i}
marihuana arnd psyehedelics was 1969, whereas '

- L

-

“_The fedian age at first use of each;drug,or
" drug class is.shown in Table 5:3, There is

little variation across the elev@n cohorts
1n.the dian age at whrph cigar@ttes. and
alcohgl were flrst used., -In eac% cohort

one-half of the men who éver usea *alcohol -

.. did so for the,ﬁlrst time 'by  the &ge of 15 or
"' 16. There is some variation’ among-xhe ’ '
' cohorts in the median age of f1r§h ‘use of

cigarettes, but the range is restf&cted to

‘the ages of 15 to 17. While the median age”
“at which initial use of c1garettes “and '
alcohol occurred is remarkably 51nuﬂar for .

the eleven age cohorts, this is not the case
for the other*drugs or drug classe§ " Rathebt,
there is a marked ‘downward trend 1n the

.medians from the oldwst to the youngest
"-cohorts. If the median ages are translated
‘into dates, the resulting. ‘years for flrst

usc.of cigarettes and alcséhol’ range from
1960 to 1969 in the eleven cohorts, but for

. for sedatives and cocaine the new casesg ‘-
- peaked 'in, 1972“” o . %E“w““"
. n : N
1f one temporarlly 1gnores cigarettes and .
alcohol ‘it is apparent that in this sample l
use of all of the other ,drugs was minimgl ..
~until the mid-1960s. Noticeable increases
in new. case$, begdn around. 1963 for marihuana, -
ipn "¥965 for stimulants, sedativés, and opiates,
in 1966 for psychede11C”\dhd hef01n and in .~
- 1968 for cocalnc

4
(A
L

. py .
The five consecutlve ,ears in which the N
largest percentage of new users appeared.in ;, &
each drug®category are bracketed in Table A

5.2.5 Of the mem who’ever used cigarettes, ; i
45 percent are inclided in these peak years &
1965-1969. For alcohol the peak years are
1964-1968, and 45+ percent of the new cases
. appearcd i{n this period. With the excepfion
‘'of the opiates,, a category that include .
sizable number of quasi-medical users;uApproxi--
mately two-thirds to four-fifths of the new
users in-the other dnug.classes are found -in
the peak five-year periods. Also of inteTest
is the fact that these peak years are essen-
tially the . same--1968-1972 or 1969- 1973--for ¢ -
all of these drugs. The new uscrs of mari-
huana; psychedelics, stimulants and, to a
slightly lesser extent,-of opiates, are ¢
‘concentrated in' the years 1968- 1972, and
' the peak period was 1969-1973 for thé scdatlves,‘
heroin, and cocaine. . ) ’
As-may be scen in Table 5.1, for all of the
drug categoriés’ there was a decline in the
number of new cdses in 1974, and for most
drug classes a steady decline in the number
of new cases in the sample is evident in the
fouTr or five years folloW1ng the peak year.
Hoa'»er, in the’ case of sedatives, her01n
and cocaine there are onlg one or two 'years

]
<

mariluana and psycliedelics these years are
confined largely to the 1968 to 1971 period.
The range for heroin and cocaine is essen-

‘tially restricted to the years 1970 to 1972.

4 = !

The data in Tgble 5.3 cannot be taken ias
proof of an earlier age of onset of use in
the younger cohorts because limits. are set
on median age by the age of the <¢ohorts.
The men born in 1954 were 20 years old. in
1974, when most of them were interviewed;
<onsequently, the median age for them could
not exceed 20. To some,extent, higher
median ages *in #he older cohorts mlght
reflect only the fact that thiey were older,
and this permitted higher medians to appear.

-

: | t 4 i . .
The peaking of new cases of use'as noted’in

Table 5.1 could occur in a mimber of ways,

which are not mutually exelusive:

>

1. Ap increase in new cases codld be

-. . produced by higher proportions of

. «“users 'in the younger cdhorts, even

' "if the size of the cohorts remained
Lonstant It'was seen in Chapter 2. .
that this factor is present; some of’

«"the increase observed in Table 5.1

"Vis due to the fact that- higher per-
égntages of the younger cohorts than

- of-the ‘older cohorts used drugs. -
1 . o - oot

2. %n \increase in new cases could, be
broduced if succeedkhg coherts were =
}arger in number, even if the age at -
Eirst use did not change from one
“Bohort to another and the proportion’
gf users in the .cohorts remained
cbnstant As noted in Chapter "2,
there. are more men in the younger -

—en B

" of deélining'humbers following ﬁhé peak year,=

A Y
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‘“'T"a'blle‘5.3., 'Median Agé’%\t First Use of Drug Among Users by Year of Birth .
Year of . ' : _ o .. . : I . . S
Bir't;h‘ Cigarettes Alcohol Marihuama Psychedelics Stimulants . Sedatives Heroin Opiates: Cocaine |
L A (AR S ™ E I A S
T S A N R T e
T 17 S 21 23 . 21 Y 22 2 %
B Y 6 o2 not T w wx a9
48 (S ST R ST SN
49 17 5 20 2020 2 e 0 »
1950 17 13 19 20 20 ... 2 20 20 2
3 I U B YR B T SR R e L R
52 - 15 e 18 19 9.9 8.1
5y s 17 y 17 B 1818 18 .1y
' ‘. -~ \ , . b ..
54 - 15 15 17 Y 17 18 18 17 18
“Each of these medians is based ‘on 9'cases' so the medians may be imstable*
#¥The numbers of users of heroin in, the two oldest cohortﬁ are 4 and 2; medlans would be 22 and 22 Therc:
were 6 cocaine users in the- oldest cohort the mgd;ar} would be 26. .
r ‘ , l-": .
A




e e WAS -OPOLALING e

There
ways in which the observed

—

" M A!‘ ) . ’ ) - ! N *

) SN
cohorts thagyin the olderj thus,
this, factor was also operating. Part
of thg indfedfée in the numbcr of new

‘cases in the ‘late 1960s was mcxely a

reflectiofi’of'the baby boom in’ che
early 19505
2

If the number of persons

-cohorts is identical-and the propor-

‘tion using drugs remains
‘But the age of first use

4.

-later than in the

‘the same,
drops be-
tween succeeding cohorts, there will
be an-ingreasing number entcring

the ranks of users in a given year or
at least within a brief span of yedrs,
1f, for example, cach cohort usually
produces a given number of new-users
by the age of 16, but then in a
subsequent cohort that number is
produced by age 15, there will be a
year or a span of a few"years in
which many ‘more new users appear;

in one brief period the persons who
used a drug by the ®ge of 15 in onc
cohort would be added to those who
used it by the age of 16 in.the
previous cohort. . The data in Table
5.3 on mediarn age suggest, but do
not demonstrate, that this factor

S

e e

In theory, the same peaking could

be produced if the age at first

use increased between ‘succeeding
cohorts, with'the peak occurring

' first case. - There
i$ no hint of such a factor in these
data, and it need not bc con51durcd
further

All of the previous possibilities
involve differences between cohorts.
Without such differcndes an incrcase
in new'cases could be produced by
historical changes that affect alike
all who are living at the ElmC a
change occurs, or at least all vho
have ‘entered the age of risk, and
have not yet left'iF.

1

at

Yoow
tare, different

increase in new

then, Least fLive

cases of drug use in this sample could

have océcurred.

celiminated.

to have'operated,

suggest,

that the third aldo opgrated,

further be scen
—believe -that--the—fi-fth-was a

Furthcr‘analys}s
relative inmportance of these factors
be established,

.

O
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Only the fourth can, be
The. figst "and sceond qrc known
and the data on mcdmn
and additional, data wilt oxleLlsh

[t will

reason to
factor, -tood -

that there-is

is réquired before the
can
but they must be kept

in. succe551ve'

»

age.

p

.!'

in mind

s
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"in any autempc to ggnerallze from chese
data to the’jssue of an epidemic in the

‘to the right of it;

~use of alcohol.

.

Jdyerage qbouL 11 points higher than for 1965.

1966 are for ‘the men born in tiie.carly 1950s.

general pgpulation.”

A-beglnnlng can be -

made t®ward such: ‘generalization, ‘and the
cffect ‘of the changlng age at onset.can be’
clarified by compablng -and contrasting the
year of onset of use for alcohol and mari- .

huana , .

"

M

The cumulative. percencages for new tases of
alcohol use, based on the total number of .
men in the sample, are presented in Table.

5.4 for each of the eleven cohorts,

Com-

parable percentages for new cases of mari-

huana use are shown ‘in Table 5.5.
may be compared with each other.

each cable, either cohdrts or years of first

use can’ be
noted that
legitimate

compared,

and useful. To illustrate,

.and it should also be
comparisons of diagondls are

figures on a selected ‘diagonal are under-

lined: in each table,

and these represent the

age a} . first use, Wthh may’ be computed by
subtract1n5 the year of birth from the’ year

of use. The diagonals are for age 17,

and

" they enable one to compare the cohorts on
the percentage who had first used alcohol

or marihuana at or before that age.

firse,
columns.

“~~w~w““»5“'¥fhc“table”fbr"alESHBT“SﬂBﬁTﬁ“bé“examlned
’ and the comparison-should be between
If one allows for sampling fluc-

tuatlon, any two adjacent columns arc¢ essen-
tially similar, except that the one on the
right has been displaced one space downward,
In*other.-words, if each cell in a column is
compared, with the cell immediatelys below and

approximately equal.

the pércentages are

This m¢ans, of course, that the cohorts are
similar to ecach other with respect to first

By age 10;

percent in cach cohort had used alcolol,
the pcrcanagL increased fairly regularly in

succeeding years. By age 17,

from 5 to 10

and

highlighted

by the underlined diagonal in 'the table,
the percentages that have used alcohol range

betweerr 69 and 87,

in later years in cach column, but this is
clearly because there were few men lch who

had not already used alcohol.

1

The peak- year for new cases of alcohol use

in Table 5.1 was 1966.
Ls examined in Table 5.4,

If the row. for

1966

it will be obser-

ved LhaL even the two oldesL cohorts were

still” furnishing a few new cases, at
21 and 22,

LonLrLbuLlng sizable numbers;

age
and that all other cohoth wcre'
,ag uvxdcncga

by the fact that the percentages for 1966

The largest increases between 1965 and

.

The tables ~
Within

The increcases are smaller

~



Table 5.4 is not subject.to the potential . . Since there is no question of an epidemic

"~ weakness of Tablg 5.3, in which median ages” of alcohol use, the similar patterns for the
- are presented, because comparisons can be cohorts in Table 5.4 establish that the
made - in terms of ages that all the cohorts - increase in new cases of alcohol use observed
have -reached. In cach column’in Table 5.4 in Table 5.1 is almost entirely a maturational:
the first cell that reaches 50 percent marks effect. A certain.proportion of new cases
<he age at which half of the cohort, not ‘merely “could be anticipated at each age, and as each
half of the eventual users, had begun use, : “cohort moved through that age, it contfibuted
and it may be scen that these cells fall its expected number of new cases. The|same
" roughly on a diagonal. Those for the youngest maturational effect, then, can be expected
cqhorts are slightly above the diagonal to account at least partially for the
saggested by the oldest cohorts; this increases observed in Table 5.1 for the
indicates a tendency for first use of alcdholﬂ_d_wotheg‘drugs - = L . )
to be slightly earlier in the younger cohorts. > > '
However, new cases of marihuana use by |cohort
. In terms of Lhe five ways in which an increa.= arc shown in Table 5.5, and it is appapent
can, be producod nhen,Athe peaking of new ‘that the maturational effect, which aﬁplies_
‘cases of alcohol se in Table 5.1 is, to a to all cohorts, was not the only cause lof
.slight extent, due to a tendency toward ' the increase in marihuana use noted in [Table
carlier’use'in tlie younger cohorts: There * ' 5.1. The same comparisons as were made| for
« is no hint of ap increased percentage of. alcohol in Table 5.4 are needed.
. ,use. in the younger cohorts; indeed, there . ST N
*& - could pot be much of an increase because . While comparison of the cohorts on alcohol
nearly all of the men eventually used alcohol. use revealed that the péfcentages were
Further, there is no hlnt of any hxstorlcal : approximately equal when any cell was com-
change that affected all ' cohorts. " Almost. all pared with the one to its rigbt-and\pelow it,
) the effect of the younger men reaching the © in the table for marihuana the percentage
-age at Whlch alcohol use.could be ereCted in‘the latter cell is usually higher than in
to begin.. . . . . N ... . .the former. 1Indeed, in the lowek rows of

e W EEID e e

e gipr e av bR e T
s .

\

~ .
~ s

Table 5.4. Ycar of First Usc -of Alcohol by Birth Cohorts (Cumulative Percentages
of Total Samplg) )

e . - YEAR OF BIRTH : :
Year of. 1944 1945 1946° 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 . 1954
_First Use n (174) (171) (196) (254) (223) (215) (234) (245) (261) (247) (290)

~

1953 or earlier * 2 4,1 * 0 0 0 0., O 0 0
e . 54 6 4 2 2 0 1 0 0 * 0 0
N : " 55 "9 5 3 4 0 1 0 o * 0 0
» Y56 st S 14 7 6 4 0 3 1 1 1 * 0
57 : 23 12 8 6 * 4 2 3 1 1 0.
. 58 33 21 11 8 3 5 A 2 1 0
. .59 : 43 31 - 21 14 7 9 5 5 3 2 0
e 1960 - '} 68 46 .32 26 13 13 8 8 4 3 2
R Y | RN 59 43 33 21 20 9 10 5 A 3
ot 82 ' 85 73 59 b4 35 31 15 13 -8 6 L4
: 63 o790 83 - 69 61 47 41 22 21 9 9 5
' 64 oL 91 88 83 71 . 64 55 34 33 16 13 9 .
65 - 94 91 -89 2 76 71 49 46 26 19 12
- 66 95 94 94 89 88 81 67 59° 40 31 19
s 67 96 97 9 92 91 91 77 77 53 45 32
68 90 98 95 94 94" 93 87 81 73 60 46
69 . 98 98 95 95 96 95 92 90 82 76 63
1970 98 - Y9 95 97 96 97 93 92, 93 84 78
71 © 98 99 95 ° 97 96 98 95 95 94 92 87
72 ' 98 99 96 98 96 98 95 96 95 97 94
73 98 . .99 96 .98 9% 9§ 96 96 96 98 94
1974 98- 99 97 98 96 98 96 97 96 98 95

*Less  than half of one percent.
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"the diagonal are approximately equal;

the table, the percentages increase from
left to right; this was not observed for
alcohol. .

If the diagonals for age 17 are compared in
the two tables, another major difference is
apparent.  For aleohol the percentages on

' there
is a slight upward trend in the youngest
cohorts, but for marihuana therc is a clear
trend toward higher percentages as one :moves
from the upper left to the lower right cells..

“younger cohorts are larger.

,ﬁ
J.;..W?g
is clear evidence that the age of onset ot
marihuana use was lower in' the younger cohorts
of this sample. Thus, the table on median
age of onset was not misleading but accuvately
reflected a real change,

Therefore, the increase in marihuana use in
the late 1960s partly resembles the increase.
in alcohol use, in that it reflects the-
maturational effect and the fact that the
However, two
additional factors, not apparent for alcohol,
are observed for marihuana. ‘In-<the younger

These percentages change from 1 to 39 percent.
The point can be made anotihwer way. Choosec

any- percentage under approwimately 80 percent

in tie first column on the left in the alcohol
table, and then lodk for the figure closest

to it in the columns to the right. 7To locate

‘these figuresein the columns on the right in

the alcohol table,” one has to look: eight or
nane rowvs below the first pcrcentagc If
the same precedure is followed in the mari-
hbana - table, one has to move down only two
or thre¢ rows over the eleven columns.
if one chooses to begin with a figure in the
lower third of the first column, the cells
that equal it in the other columns are likely
to be in higher rather than lower rows. This

E

<
-

Table 5.5.

. cohorts.
Indeed,

by the age of 12,

and larger .coliorts, the average age at onset
was earlier, and the proportion of users was
considerably higher in the younger than in-
the older cohorts. N

4
This is, in part, a change in the earliest
use of marihuana. In the youngest cohorts
there were a few cases of use as early as
age 9, 10 or 12, while there was only one
case of use as early as 12 in the oldest
Nevertheless, the major change was
not in- the earllest age at which use was
reported, but in the pattern within the
cohorts. Among the younger men, the: pattern
has bcen one in which a few men used marihuana
and sizable numbers used it

Year of First Use of Marihuana, by Birth Cohorts (Cumulative Percen-
tages of Total Sample) -
YEAR OF BIRTH : ;
Year of 1944 1945 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954
First Use n _(174) (171) (196) (254) (223) (215) (234) (245) (261) (247) (290)
- p :
1953 or earlicr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
, 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
55 0 0 o 0 0 0 ‘0 0 0 0 0
56 t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
57 1 0 1 0 0 0, 0 0 0 of o
5% 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
59 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 (I 0 0o -
- L1960 2 0 L 0 0 0 o 0 0 0o .0
ol 2 0 2 0 0 ¥ * * * 0 0
62 3 1 3 1 | -1 * * * * 0
63 5 3 4 3 2 3 1 1 * * 0
64 0 4 5 5 4 4 1 3 1 “ 0
65 7 5 10 8 5} 7 5 4 5 2 0
66 9 10 15 L3 10 10 10 6 6 5 2
67 13 L3 25 1Y 13 18 15 11 10, 9 4
68 L4 17 30 30 30 28 .26 18 18 17 9
SR D) , 17 19 33 37 41 40 41 33 ° 26 28 © 15
1970 27 25 36 41 48 45 48 45 43 39 27
71 ’ 26 28 38 44 . 51 50 54 53 52 49 37
72 30 29 40 47 54 55 64 58 57 56 49
73 4 35 32 43 49 56 56 66 . 61 61 ™ 60 55
974 39 34 Ga 49 57 56 66 62 64 T 62 59
S “\". 3
. . B
“Less than half of one percent. F ) .
-’
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for the first time at the ages of-l3 14 and is lower in the younger cohorts. - The patterns

15. In contrast, in the”older cohorts there - for psychedelics, stimulants, sedatives and
was little or no use prior to the age of 14, cocaine resemble the one for marihuana; they
and. few new cases appedred immediately there- show that the increases ir use of these drugs, °
after. Thus, in' the two youngest cohorts as noted in Table 5.1, reflect a number of
almast 50 percent of the men had tried mari-’ influences: (1) a maturation effect; (2) use
huana by .the age of .18, whereas this was . ‘at earlier ages in the younger cohorts, (3)
the case for only two or three percent of hlgher proportions of users in the younger
the men in the two oldest cohorts. : 'cohorts,_(é) the larger size of the younger
. 9cohorts; and (5) a slight histocical effect
The peak year for marihuana onset was 1969 ' observable in the older cohorts. The exis-
(Table 5.1). All of the cohorts contributed' . tence of this last effect, however, is less
to this peak (Table 5.5). Another noteworChy “certain than for mgrihuana because new cases
finding in Table 5.5, not observed in the "are less—frequent ap-the_late twentieg—for——""
corresponding table for alcohol, is that the the.older, cohorts &nd there is even less basis
oldest cohorts continued to contribute new - for defining the agel at risk for use of these
cases of marihuana use after the peak year. drugs than for marihuana.
Indeed, in the oldest cohort more than half . . A
of the eventual users began to use marihuana The pattern for heroin also' resembles the one
after 1969. . : for marihuana, ‘Kncludlng the higher propor-
o tions of users in the younger cohorts, except
It is speculative, insofar as the available that the proportion for the youngest cohort
data are concerned, but consistent with other is smaller than for the four that precede. it.
data, to suggest that there is a normal age Further because ‘heroin involves the smallest
range during which a drug has some probability number of users, one can be less certain of
of being tried, but before and after which percentages. The strongest statement. that is
the probability of trying it is low. For justified is that there is nothing to suc ggest
marihuana the data in Table 5.5 suggest that, that the findings for heroin are different
during the years covered in this study, the from those for marlhuana._ ]
Yage at risk' began in the early -teens. 'The- ----=rrarer mo imis i s e o o m e
fact that in the youngest cohorts the rate ‘The data for oplates present a few problems.
of increase in new cases seems to be declining “ First, 29 of theé 779 men who have used opiates
in recent years suggests that the highest } reported use at age elght or earlier, one of
percentage will be in the low 60s, and few - - them at age one - This suggests inaccuracy
new cases will appear after the men reach the . in reportlng age, or that some medical use
early twenties. s was included; it~ w111 be recalled that about
40 percent of all opiate use was classified
In short, though this is still speculation, as quasi-medical. The trend toward an
it appears probable that if conditions had -earlier age of first use in the younger
remained the same through their lifetimes, cohorts is as strong as for the other drugs
the percentage of marihuana users in the and is stronger than for cigarettes and
older cohorts would not-have exceeded 15 or alcohol. The trend toward a higher propor- -
20. Conditions did not remain the same; tion of users in the younger cohorts is
when they reached age 25, and the new cases ! less marked than for marihuana, psychedelics
shoutd have declined, marlhdena use had and cocaine, or even for stimulants and
become conmon among their younger friends sedatives, but as. for heroin, the ttend is
and acquaintances, the drug was ecasier to - present. What has been referred to as an
obtain, and taboos against its use had been’ historical effect in the older cohorts is
weakened. In this ehanged climate, it is not seen for opiates or heroin. While all
suggested, some men in their late twenties of these reservations are essential, it
tried marihuana, -at least on an experimental =~ remains true that the patterns for heroin
basis. TIf this is the case, this is an and opiates clearly resemble the marihuana
historical effect, noticeable only for the + pattern more closely than’ the pattern for
older cohorts, and it also. contributed to alcohol, .
the increase in marihuana use in the ldate.
1960s. : "+ If one keeps in mind the extent to which the
. data are affected by the characteristics of
Tables simitar to 5.4 and 5.5 have been the sample, especially the restricted age
prepared for all of the other dru5;§lassts, range, it is now possible to re- examine the
but are notl included in this report. The’ . data in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 to determine what
pattern for cigarettes closely resembles the they imply about a drug epidemic. While the
one for dlLOhUl including the tendency maturational effect makes dating the start
tovard a Sllthly carlier age at first use, of an epidemic in the mid-1960s' less precise
but differing in that the proportion of users than one might wish, data iég avdilable that
- ‘ 50
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indicate it could not have started muéh
carlier. The oldest cohorts had entered
their twenties by 1965, and could have been

‘using drugs before that year, but for most

of. the drugs they were not, or few were doing
o) (ﬂbld from opiates, thre quasi-medical
use accounts for much of the early use).

“the slight increases in numbers
could-be-maturational-effects, but
the carlier onset in the younger
cohorts is apparent (Table 5.5), In these
cohorts sizable increases are noticeable in

the succeeding years; this was not the case

for the older cohorts. The precise date

for the beginning of the epidemic depends
operational definition of "beginning,"
but 1965 scems the latest possible date for
marihuana, and to dat¢ it a year or two earlier
would hot be unrcasonable. :

For marihuana,
to 1964
by 1965

perhaps clearest for psychede-
lics..” Only one man reported use before 1964,
but the peak year was reached by 1969. If
one basces ‘the comparisons on the percentage
figures in Table 5.2, rather than on the_
‘number of cases in Table 5.1, the patterns
for stimulants and opiates are parallel to
the one for marihuana, while psychedelics,
and, cocaine, follow by about
Li ong wished to speak of an cpldemlc
in terms of these four drugs s, the beginning
was in the 1966 to 1968 period.

The concept of a period of risk .for drug usc
wag mentioned carlicr., In the case of aleohol,
the age of entry into this period would have
to be set Later than age 10; by that agc
more than 5 percent of the men were already
using it in all but one of the cohorts i
(Table 5.4). [t could be sald that thé period
ends in the carly. twenties, by which age
almost all of the cventual users hdd used
alcoliol, if thu plausible- nssnmleon is made
that the few nonuscers are likely to remain
total abstainers. This is not an important
matter Since it applies to few men, but .

it does explain why the percentages of new
users increase so little in the most recent
years; there were few still at risk.

T

no

50

The picture Ls somewhat more complicated for
cigarettes. Lo Chapter 2 it shofm that
the proportion of ciach birth cohort who
cventually used civarcttes dccrc:tsu‘out a
fairly steady rate from the oldest the
youngest.  Rellecting a downward trend, the
pattern for cigarcettes differs markedly from
the flat curve for alcohel, the U-shaped
curve for heroin and the venerally upward
curves for the other druys.  Overall, 70
percent of the men reported cigarvette use;
coasequent ly, the in new cases of
clgarette use in the carly 1970s not, s,

was

decrease
&

tal

~ g

" interview will do so in the future.

in the case of alcohol, due to the diminution
of the group at risk.

It -is conceivable that some of the men who

had not used cigarettes by the time of the -
Relevant
to this possibility is the respondent's
assessment of the likelihood that lie would ¢
be using tobacco three years later’ Of the

‘nonusers, 96 pércent indicated that there

was "mo chance' they would be using tobacco
in any form in the future.

] ‘% :
0f the mién who eventualdy.used cigarettes,
94 percent had done so by the age of 20, and
all of the men in the sample were at least
20 years old at the time 0f the interviews.
Thus, a sizable change in ‘the incidence of
cigarette use in this sample is unlikely,
If one assumes that few nonsmokers will
subsequently begin use of cigarettes, attain-
ment of age 20 could be taken as the end of
the period of risk. In additign, both in
absolute numbers and in terms of the percentage
at risk, the decrease in the number of men
who began to use cigarettes in recent years
is observed not only for the sample as ‘a whole,

.but also for each of the younger cohorts’
"While speculative, the inference would appear
.to be warranted that in, thﬁ early 1970s there. ...

has been an actual decllne in the 1nc1dence

of cigarette smoking among young men. One
obvious_interpretation is that some young men
have heeded the warning of the Surgeon General
concerning the health hazards' connected with
smoking.

The picture is not the same for the other
drugs because the age at onset of use has

been changing. In addition, there is less
cvidence to establish -an upper age limit for
the period of risk. For example, the percen-
tage of men who have ever used marihuana is
substantially hlghcr among the younger men;.
37 percnt of the men who were 29 or 30 in-
1974 had used marihuana in comparison with

62 percent of those between the ages of 20

and 24. Ranging only from 59 to 66, the
percentages were similar foy the five youngest
cohorts, and the rate of increase was slowing.
This suggests that a platcau in the range of
60 to 65 percent will be reached. Extrapolation
of these data would not suggest substantially
hither lifetime prevalence figures for men
younger than those speluded in this study.

for median age
used marihuana,

This, however, is wot the case
at onset. Of the fmen who have
the median age at first use is 19 for the
entire sample, but the medians decrease »
reyularly from 26 for the oldest cohort to [7 7
for the youngest. 'This is clearly a trend,
and extrapolation of it leads to the pre- .
diction of even younger median agcs)for new

1)
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Table 5.6. Annual Prevalence of Drug Use, 1957-17 (Percentagesl) . o
~ Alcohol Marihuana PSychedelics * stimulants Sedatiyes Heroin Opiates Cocaine
Before 1957 3 o 0 0 0 )
R U7 A A 0 BT e 0 )
- 58 6 * 0 % s'c 0. . 0
59 0 # 0 & i -0 1 0
1960 16 g 0 % 0 1 0
61 220 ¥ 0 * ¥ 0. sl 0
62 28 1 0 »'c 3 2.«
63 35 1 R 0 % 1 % 2 %
[ b4 2 T. 1 % ) % 2 %
1965 53 e o 1 L% Ty 2 2
66 63 6 1 2 1 EEN g
67 70 11 : b 2 1 3 :
68 78 17 ) 6 3 I
69 U L k 9 5 1 RE T
1970 8 9 11 6 2 8 3
gt 0 R . 12 7 2 8 b
2 v o9l Y 10 13 8 2 9. 5
e 73“ - 9-l i e e 36' e 0-8» gy eyt 1,2" e R ..8 - 2,. — 9 6 RO
Tt 96 3w, .0 11 2 6
- N o - N
Lifetime o _ |
Prevalence 97 59 22 2] 20 6 31 14
. — (L \ o
. , ot L
Uhe percentages reflect use'of a drug at 1east ope i a calendar year.
N ' 3 4 ’
#Less than one-half percent. ‘ ‘ ;
W




users in the future There obviously 'is some
lower limit, but the available data do not
show a levellng as yet and thus do not suggest
what the limit will be. - The predictian of

a younger median age at first use is consis-
tent with*the finding in several studies of
‘younger men that many of them used marihuana
at an early age. The pattern described for
marihuana is also found, with minor varia-
tions, in all of the other drugs, and the

same inferences seem to be justified.

A caveat is in order. To this point the
number of new cases appearing in each calendar

because Ehe annual prevalence in the .1970s
is approximately 90 percent, whereas the
Llfetlme prevalence is 97 percent,

The patterns in Table 5.6 do not simply
duplicate those observed regarding the-
incidence of new cases, for which lower-

" figures were observed in the most recent years

(Table 5.2). 1In terms of annual prewvalence
only the usage of psychedelics and stimulants
shows a downward trend. . ’

The prevalence figures for 1974 are as high
as the peak _years for all drugs except-

year has been presented. Yet, this is only
part of the issue regarding the existence of
an cpidemic; other relevant questions concern
the length of time those who used a drug
continued to usc it, as well as the extent of
their usce. Nor have data on regional varia-
tions been examined. Nevertheless, the data
suggest that there was a drug epidemic in

the Latter part of the 1960s. With theé

“exception of the sedatives and cocaine, the
peak yecars for new cases of drug usc werc

"1969 an. - 370. ‘Although not conclusive,
the dat: 1 incidence provide some indications

of a decl ne following the peak years How-.
cver, the incidence of new cases has not

‘teverted to pre-cpidemic levels.
ANNUAL PREVALENCE

Data on annual prevalence, or the percentage
of the total sample who used each drug in .
cach calendar yecar, arc presgnted in Table

5.6 for the years 1957 to 1974, A man is
counted in a given year if he used the drug

at least once in that .year. If-shorter tine
periods such as months or seasons were usced,
the [igures would be appreciably lower

becaase many of the men used some of the

drugs only few times in a
comparative purposes,
or the percentage of the sample who ever
used a drug prior to the time of the
views, is also shown.

a given year. For

the lifetimé prevaluence,

inter-

For two drugs, psychedelics and stimulants,

the highest -annual prevalence was approximately
one-half of the lifetimé prevalence. For
heroin and the opiates it was' only onc-third

of the lifetime valence, and for sedatives
and cocaine the phest annual prevalence was
about 40 In

pre
hi
of

percent Lifetime prevalence.

N

_the data do not permit one

~incidence of use (Table 5.1).

‘other

psychedelics* and stimulants. Consequently,
there is no basis to suggest that a decrease
has occurred. For sedatives, herpoin and
cocaine the data may be taken as indicative
of a leveling of usage, but could as easily
be seen as plateaus on what could still

be an upward trend. TFor alcohol, marihuana
and opiates, 1974 was the peak year, and

the data are clearly comsistent with an
upward trend. N

HAS THE EPLDEMIC ENDED?

While the incidence of new
thgre have been nfnimal or
annual prevalence from’ the

cases has declined,
no decreases in
peak years. Thus,
to conclude that
the ecpidemic has ended for most of the drugs
examined in this study. There are other
reasons why this is the case. A number bf
facts suggest that marihuana was the key drug
in the epidemic of the 1960s. Marihuana was
the first of the drugs to reflect a higher
Further,’
data presented in Chapter 9 indicate that.
marihuana use was almost a necessary, though
not a suffici.nt, condition for use of the
drugs. This assertion will be docu-
mented more fully.in a detailed report in
preparation, but it is noted at this point
to explain the presentation of the data in .
Table 5.7 in terms of the extent of mari-
huana usece. '

g -
It is generally recognized that drug use is
transmitted largely through friendship net-
works, aud it may be seen in Table 5.7 that
use of-marihuana by at least a few of the
respondent's friends was almost universal
when the men in this sample first used
marihuana. In addition, 88 percent of the

other words, more of the men who used thesce users indicated that when they initially
drugs quit using them, or used them more used marihuana, it was obtained as a gift.
sporadically, than was the case for marihuana The comparable pereentages for the other
and alcobiolX The highest {igure for the drugs were psychedelies, 595 stimulants, 623
annual prevalence of marihuana is 37 pcrcodt; sedatives, 03; heroin, 62; opiates, 43; and
this is two-thirds of the fiyure for Lifetime cocaine, 71. i
prevalence. . There is, then, a strong tendency
for use of marilnana Lo continue once it. is The respondents were also asked: "What would
begun.  This is cven more true of aleohol, you way the chances are that you will be
.
ST I - . _ P N A . .- . - S, -
)
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Table 5.7. Use by Friends, Availability, and Chance of Future Use of Drugs, by
Extent of Marihuana Use (Percentages)

<

Percent } . Total No Use

Extent of Marihuana Use

Experimental Light Moderate Heavy
“Reporting: n (2510) (1128) (423) (231) (227) (501)
At least a few friends
were using marihuana
when R started | -- -~ 95 97 98 98
More than a few friends .
are now using:  Marihuana 48 18 41 69 T76 94
Psychedelics 14 4 5 16 22 39
Stimulants 16 6 9 14 23 43
Sedatives 13 5 8 11 16 36
. Heroin . 3 1 1 % 5 -7
p Opiates -6 4 4 6 7 17
Cocaine 8 , 2 1 3 12 24
Would find it easy to get: *
Marihuana - 70 57 75° 82 79 ‘87
Psychedelics .32 26 35 32 39 41
Stimulants 41 36 - 45 40 45 46
Sedatives 40 37 46 41 44 42
" Heroin : 17 15 17 14 » 20 24
Opiates 22 21 26 19 20 23
Cocaine 20 16 17 18 26 30
At -least some chance that in
three years will be using:
Tobacco 66 . 58 71 72 74 72
Alcohol 91 84 97 94 96 95
Marihuana 38 4 21 72 75 91
Psychedelics & o1 5 11 31
Stimulants 15 2 8 17 25 . L4
Sedatives 14 4 10 13 22 34
Heroin 2 1 4 8
Opiates ’ 14 8 10 11 14 29
Cocaine 10 1 ¥ 4 13 37
“Less than one percent.
- "

using each drug, cven occasionally, three
years from now? Would you say there was no
chance, a slight chance, a good chance, or,

a very good chance? How about (Drug)?" Nhrle
these are subjective cstimates of futurc use,
38 percent of the men indicated that there

was at least a slight chance they would be
using marihuana- three years later. It is
interesting that this figurc is almost iden-
tical to the prevalence of marihuana use in

1974,

37 percent.

The respondents' cstimate of ¢he likelihood .
of futyre use of each drug or drug class is
directly related to the extent of thei

marihuana use. This is particularly nolicu-

able

for marihuana; only 4 percent of the

nonuscrs said there was any chance of use
in three years, but thd figures
with extent of use to 91 percent for the

In Table 5.7 .those who indicated
there was ecven a slight chance of using a

heavy uscers.

drug arc included

thc chance of MJthudnd usce as "'good" or
the purecntabcs in
terms of-extent of marihuana use would be
experimental,
41; and heavy,

"very good"

nonusers,
light,
Therefore
-proportion of the men who have used marihuana
sintend to continue or resume
4 percent of those who have never used it

recognize some chance of future use,

>

arc counted,

N
less than 13
27; moderate,

one can

rise rapidly

If only those who reported .

Z;;
73.

infer that a sizable

use,

&

and cven



The implication is that there will continue approximately 20 percent noted it would be

_to be a large reservoir of marlhuana users, easy to obtain these drugs.

"and nonusers may leafn to use thé drug from. : : :
‘them. The possibility of such' learning is It must also be remembered that the increased
apparent in the responses to the question: drug use in American society has necessarily
"How many of your current friends and . : changed the social climate surrounding drug
acquaintances -use eath drug?'" (Table 5.7). use. In the years when few people were
Again, it may be observed that. the extent of. " using marihuana, one had to overcome numerous
prlor use of marihuana is related to the obstacles prior to trying the drug. Today,
*likelihood that a mam will report having - a man who knows that at least one-third of
friends currently using it. This holds true ‘his friends are currently using it and that
not only for marihuana, but for all the other more than one-half have tried it at one time
drugs as well. Even among the nonusers, e or another can more readily justify experi-
almost one in five reported that more than a menting with marihuana. The highest*annual
few of his friends currently used marihuana, prevalence of marihuana use (37 perdent) was
and onc in twenty said he had friends who . : reported in 1974. As a result, it would be
uscd stimulants and -sedatives. Among users, incorrect to infer from the slight decline
substantially higher percentages report ' in the incidence of marihuana ‘use that a
having friends using all of the other drugs, downward trend has begun. Further, in view
so that transmission of.drug use through of the linkage between use of marihuana and
fricendship networks is also a possibility for other drugs, a similar position must bc adopted
these other drugs. regarding the other drugs (see Chapter 9). >’

ThHe men were also asked how difficult it would - Therefore, at least some of the conditions

be for therr 1o obtain each of the drugs * conducive to the spread of drug use currently
within @ *., if they wanted to do so and had exist to a far greater degree than was the
sufficient funds. While 70 percent reported ., case in the mid-1960s. Whether the existence
it would be casy to obtain marihuana, 40 of these conditions will, in fact, lead to
percent indicated that stimulants and seda- more widespread use is not known.. Yet, it
tives cpuld be obtained easily, and 32 ' is evident that the data provide no basis -
percent~could obtain psychedelics easily. for a prédiction that the prevalence of ardg
For hwroigﬁfophcr opiates and cocaine T TS E WILT décling T T T T e e
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6 Attitudes, Motivations and Confexfs
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Thus far, attention has been focused on the not using the drugs are then examined, as
extent and patterns of use of the various : well as data pertaining:to the availability
drugs. In this chapter some data are presented of drugs, the chances of future use,. and
regarding the context$ of use, including the . ,some of the attitudes and opinions expressed
ways the drugs were obtained and administered. " by the respondents about three of the drugs,
The reasons the respondents gave for using or  alcohol, marihuana and heroin. :

"~ Table 6.1. Methods by Which Drugs Weré Obtained, Ever, First, and Usually (Percentages)

O e e ———— =

(1382) (350 (689) - (508)  (148) (779) ¢+ (352)
' Free, as a gift * Ever 93 79 - 76 7770 53 81
i First 88 59 ° 63 - 66 ;.63 48 71
Usual 48 _ 30 T332 42 27 .36 43
. Bought from a Ever 67 . 78 73 55 77 45 67
friend or dealer First 12 40 32 23 - 36 29 28
Usual 50 69 63 . 46 71 41 55
. From respondent's Ever * _* 7 17 1 19 L
own prescriptions  First 0 ,‘hxﬁ 0 3 7 0 Lo %
L ' Usual 0 Q- 3 - 8 0 - 15
From a fbrged Ever - * * .3 5 1 2 -
prescription , First 0 0 T 1 0 - *
b “Usual 0 0 ' 1 W 0 1 ¥
5101@ the drug Ever . 2 1 3 5 7 3 1
o . First 0 *® ¥ 1 o -1 0
. Usual b ] 0 B 2 L 1 w
GreWw or-made own - Ever 19 T2 o w* ik 0 %1 o
supply o First o * 0 0 0 w 0
Usual 1 L 0o 0.
Some othér way Ever 2 1 3 . 7 2 T8 1
v First , = 1 1 2 1 6
Usual * .1 1 2° 1 6 1
*Less than gnhe-half of one porcentf ) f -
‘ 62
"/ R .
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these figures are inflated by the
used the drug less than 10 times,
and sometimes only.once or twice; for'theﬂ.
the first source of drugs was almost by
definition the usual source.

: - - . men who
For each drug except tobacco and alcohol, the
respondents were asked to indicate all of the
ways they ever obtained drugs when they used
them on their own. Those who reported more
than one way were asked how they obtained the
drug the first time they used it and how they
usually obtained it. Answer categories were
provided, as shown in Table 6.1.

Methods of Obtaining and Using Drugs ‘ 'Howeverx

Except for opiates, a majority of the users -
of each drug had made some purchases from a
friend or dealer. If a man did not .obtain
the drug free on the occasion of first use,
he began by buying it. Opiates are the only
- drugs for which ways other than these two
account for an appreciable percentage for
first use. Buying drugs was -more common-as
the usual, rather than as the first, way of
getting all of the drugs; the increase is
accounted for by those who used the drugs
more than experimentally. In general, a
man began by obtaining a drug free; and if
he did not continue use, this was his "usual"
way; 1if he continued, he shifted to buying
the drug.

A majority of the users of all drugs had at
times obtained drugs free, as,a gift from
other persons. This method was least fre-
quently reported for the opiates and heroin.
"Free as a gift" was the source of the drug
o the occasion of first use for a majority
of all users, except for opiates, and this
was especially the case for marihuana (88
percent) and cocaine (71 percent). The per-
centages for whom this was‘the usual way of .
obtaining drugs average around 35 percent.

< !

: ' . _ ) 1
Table 6.2. Routes of Administration of.Drugs Ever Used, by Experimental™ and

Other Users of Each Drug (Percentages)
— . Necdle: . Negdles .
. Oral Smoked Sniffed Mainline Other Other
Marihuana - . -
" Experimental (423) - 6 98 . N~ 5 0 0 -0
Other (959) 39 100 15 * 0 o
Psychedelics ' . ) - -t
Experimental (291) S 9% 6 13 - 1 1 . o ;.-
Other . (259)  ~ 99. 15 39 9 1 1
Stimulants 1 . e )
Experimental (207) 96 - 1 -10 * 1 0
Other (374) 97 3 26 13 2 *
Sedatives 1 ] 7 .
. Experimental  (177) 99 0 2 1 1 0;
Other (232) 100 5 11 16 2 B
. v. a'
Heroin. - .
Experimental  (72) 11 21 .. 56 . 35 - 8 0
Other (76) - 11 21 ‘r66 78 18 3
Opiates 1 . .
Experimental (300) 54 . 57 8 s 2. . 2 *
Other (193) 71 54 11 11 2 0
Cocaine ,// . :
Experimental (214) 10 6 89 o7 1 0“
Other (138) 13 11 93 37 4 1N

O
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1"Experimental” means ugse less than 10 times for drugs other than stimulants, scda-

tives

and opiates.

For the latter drugs, quasi-medical users, almost’ all of whom

had used less than 10 fimes, are excluded. By definition, all of their use was
, : \ _

oral.

/
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Medical users o

” [
The respondents obtained the. drug from theit
own prescriptions ir a fair number of cases
of use of the opiates, scdatives and, to a
lesser extent, the stimulants. “For some this
was the first way, and for almost cqual
numbers it was also the, usual way. It may\
scem surprising to. find cases of '"from your
own prescription' for the other drugs, part
ticularly heroin, marihuana and cocaine.
There are only one or two cases of this kind
for these drug§. These may be coding or
punching errors, which it has not been posgible
to check as yet, but some of these responses /4
c¢ould represent accurate answers regarding
use in other countries where heroin and coocaine
may be prescribed.
In a few cases forged prescriptions or thefts
from others. were the source of drugs. Another
rc%ponse; growing or making one's supply,
was given with some frequency only for mari-
huana, but it was the usual source of mari-

v

-
‘huana for only one percent™of the users.

Other ways of obtaining the drugs appecar for
opiates, scdatives and stimulants, but it has
not becn possible to ¢xamine the individual
interview schedules to determine what these
ways were; in any cvent the frequency of
tiese other ways is negligible. -

In table 6.2 the ways in which users ingested
the various drugs are shown. The quasi-
[ . stimulants,. sedatives:.and

frequently reported modes of'use, smoking

and oral, respectively, have no close second.
‘However, for all of the other drugs one finds
at lgast '10 percent of the users’ reporting
somg” other mode of use, and heroin was used
by each mode of administration by 10 percent
or more of the users. . .
All of the drugs were taken orally, although
the percentages were low_fdr-marihuané,
heroin and cocaine. Smoking was the usual
mode for marihuana (98 percent); 21 percent
of the heroin users have smpked it, and

more than half of the users of other opiates
fiave smoked them; some of this is accounted ’
for by the 208 users of ‘opiated hashish. L)
~Sniffing was a frequent mode for heroin,
cocaine and, to a lesser extent, psychedelics
and stimulants. ) .

Perhaps the most surprising finding is that
all of the drugs -have been taken by needle,
and this involved mainlining more than intra-
muscular or subcutaneous injection. For

+all drugs, the pércentages of experimental
users who used a needle are cbnsiderably'
smaller than for other users, and only for
heroin did an appreciable proportion of the
experimenters inject the drug.

In an ana}ysis not presented in tabular form,
the first and usual routes of administering
th

L5,.0
oplates are excluded; by definition all of
their usc was oral. The data are presented
separatcly_fortho‘expcrimental users (ush
less than 10 times) and other users, because
there are some marked differences between
them. In partieular, those who used a drug
10 times or nmore have taken it in more ways,
All of the ways that men ecver used the drugs
arc-inctuded; consequently, the percentages
total to morce than 10O percent, but it is
noticeable that for the experimenters the
sufis arc only slightlv mere than 100 percent,
while for other users he sums are higher.

Different routes of adimnistration arc
arsociated with the various drugs.  Almost
everyone who used marihuana smoked it, almost
all users of psvehedelics, stimulants and
sedatives took them orally, and almost all
users of cocaine sniffed the drug. For these
drugs and these routes the figures for
experimenters and other users are almost
identical. On the other hand, sniffin ., nd
mainlining were alwost cqually réﬁQrLuc tor
hevoing for other opiates the pchontuﬁvs
were similar for oral use and‘nmuking.’fﬁbr
heroin and- opiates there are differeices
between the experimenters and the other: g

users in mainlining and oral use, respectively.

K 1
For marihvana and the sedatives the most

IS

N

»
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smoking was the first and usual route; this’
was the casc for 98 percent of tle experi-
menters and 99 percent of the other users.
For psychedelics, stimulants and sedatives
the oral route was the first and usual one
for 90 percent or more of the experimenters
«and other users.  For heroin, the percentages
for first and usual route were almost*
identical for experimenters. ‘However, for
those who used heroin 10 or more times;—the— -
first and usual routes differed:. Sniffing
was the first route for 41 percent, but it
was the usual mode for only 26 percent; '
similarly, 42 pcrcent mainlined the first
time they used heroin, but 64 percent usually
did so. Only 14 percent bégan by smoking
heroin, and’'9 percént indicated that this
was the usaal mode. 1In short, <4f a’ man
continued use ;dfhcrnin, he tended toward:
intravénous injection.

In Table 6.2 there are differences between
heroin gnd the other opiqtcs. Sniffing and
mainlining were the major routés of adminis-
,Ltration of hegein even for experimenters, and
they were by far the most frequently reported
routes for other uscrs., 1In contrast, these
were relatively unimporcvant modes Hr users |
of other opiates, who reported oral adminis-
tration-and swoking, In the analysis of
the fivst and uswal routes of opiate use,

~drugs—wereexamineds —-For-marihuang ~ -



these differences were again observed; almost
eQdal percentages began and continued with
oral use-or smoking, and there was no hint of
a shift toward malnllnlng with continued use
as was the case with heroins o

- > "

It would be easy to, assume,’ because of their
identical pharmpcologfcél effects, that use
of.lieroin and of the 6ther opiates were
essentially similar, and that the choice of .
the .drug depended on .accidental factors such
as availability. However, the sizable
difference in the way the drugs were used®.” .
suggests that the mognln&, purposec. dﬂd context
.of use may have bLCﬂ dlfiercnt

\

B

Flnally, cocaine tended £o be used by sniffing
both at first and usunlly, although there is
a’'slight trend toward ‘mainlining among otller
than L\perlmenCal users. Of the eéxperimental
users, 4 percent. bogan4w1th mainlining, and
it was the usual fdute for 5 .percentj 12
percent of the other uscrs began'by mﬁ?nllnlnb
and it was the usual routce for 20 perconL”

\ L W
Reasons for Usc-andaNonusevgf Dtugs
Two serics of questions wete ‘included 'in thes
interview, one for nonusers and those:who *
-used a drug less than 10 times, and anocher
for all users. . The first sec”%QHCaln U elght

oho v
. L . - N . ,,, , , EI
Possible bad qffeccs on health as well as .
dislike or an ‘expectation of undesirable
cffektls wefe. the two most common reasons for
.all d;gg§. Effects on health were the most
comnonly noted reasan. The single exception
was marihuana; €ffects on health ranked
third for'those who htd used it. This might
be a’learming effect, either from ‘personal
exper%ence with the ‘drug or_exposure to the

\xvakﬁgs of-mbore regular users,: or both.

2 . #

At che ochen extreme, lack of availability’

- or cesc of the drug was the least frequently

roportcd reason for'avoiding use, for all
drugs except heroin and cocaine. Religious
or moral reagons for not using drugs were
mencloned by only “about 40 percent of the
\nonusers -The percentages “for alcohol and
mathuana were higher, but chey were based
small pargs: of the sample;” for.the majority
the sampleé, who used these two drugs,
‘~~reasons wéré inoperative or ideffective.’

.
o o ,

Feay ‘f becoming dependent don the drug was
mentgyhed relgtively often’as a reason for,
< Avoidjihg- sedatives, heroin, oplates, stimu-

de cocaine. Fear of lo¥ing control

, ‘over oﬁéself may tap essefitially the same

ghlng, since its ranking in frequency of
me! on is usually close to fear of Becoming
dependent; and it-is chosen over the-latter

possible recasong for not using a ﬂ%gp . and .as a major reason for avoiding psychedelics.
—ethe-ques tiontwas T Whydid—you neVeF uge thiése —*Féar of trouble with-the-police-was-mentioned— ...
\ drugs, or use them less than 10 times? Was ' i by more than -half vf those who never used

‘that at -least in part because . . . ?7 How “4the drugs and’ by lLSS than half of tliose who

Q

ERI

PAruntext providea oy enic [N

about (Drug)?'" The second set contained

nine possible reasons for use,fand the ques-

tion was: 'We're interested in the reasons

people have for using these drugs. At any

time have the following been fairly important

reasons for your using them? llow about . . .
?"  In both series, each

reason was asked
about ' cach drug to whicli it.applied; that is,
the fi'rst set was asked about each drug
not usod, or uszd less-than 10 times, and
the sccond set abput cach drug ever used,
: erdtdlcsb of the extent uvf use. ‘.v_

!
,
¢

The percdntuges of men who reported reasons
for not using or using less than 10 :cimes

ave showm separately -in Table 6.3; %t scams, 2
reasoaable to treat the Latterras reaspns
for.disconcinﬁin; use. A glance at qhe table
showg that multiple reasouns were given,
although more for not using than nsing less
than 10 Clng. Ouly in the third set of rows,
relating to ther availability of dLu,J, il
uscrs report the reason more often than
nonusers, and then only for heroifi, opiates
and cocaine. . .

i% simllar aeross drags,
never used the drug
only a few times.

The pattern of reasons
and for bpth thosce who
and those who L'L‘.L.L‘(.l it

[ .'Vo

f i ;
ed4d, v s

v .

¢ “

Despite these differences, there is a tongid-
erable degree of regularity exhibited in the
data. While there is considerable variation,
across reasons for each- drug, there is less
svariation acrgss drugs for each roason,
especially for the experimenters. ' This

fact suggests.thdt the reasons given for not
using drugs reflect general normative
tendencies and attitudes toward drugs in
gencral, rather chan drug-spécific rationales.
The more erquently stated .reasons for not
using drugs werec practical and expedient ones-~-
cffect on health; d¢id not like it, might 3
cause trouble with.the pollce~—racher than
expressions of moral convictions (religidus.
or moyral rcasons), or’ commi-tment to conformlty
(family or friends would not approve). This
could wean only tha't young wén are more
comfortablegfwith prautlcal than moral expla-
nations. of their btthlOE r ‘

. y
The reasons gluon for use by users of each

druy arce. shown in lablg 6.4.
of experimental wusers are the
numbers of those who used less

in the previous table, éxcept
) .
) .
‘e
- L
(q ) : } ".::
~ Nt + - e

The numbers
same as the
than 10 times *
for stimulants,
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Table 6.4." Reasons for Drug Use, for mcpgrimenters and Other Users of Each Drug (Percentages)'

¥

Alcohol Marihuana Psychedelics Stimlants Sedatives Heroin Opiates Cocaine

¢

Experinental Userse (n)  (93) (423) (1) @n @m0 o) ()

o Other Usersk (n) (2341) (959) (259) (1) (@) (8 sy (138)

“To help you get to sleep or . Experinenta] users 10 § 3 S | R oo

relax! Other users. - 3] 41 Lo b8 % s T

To help you forget your worries Experinental vsers ~ § 7 '9.,." RS/ ELNTE - 11

or troubles? Other users % K 9 18 00" 5% 3 28
A "y | ‘ ‘ .

. Wt o i ' } ' ‘
Because it was expected of you Experinental ysers 4 4y 23 ] 18 . 2 2
in the situation? | Other users 4 40 2 Qo oant o B [
To help you'stay awake, ot “Expe,rime.ntyal users 1 I / 0 i
alert° . ‘ Other users 2 b U 9 oo 4 % N
To get high, or stoned! boerientalusers 12 83 @ . 4 7 BB

Other users 63 ,m‘ RIE o9 w0
 Fron force of habit, or because you . Experimerital wers 0. ‘1“ e 2y N b
‘were used to using it! Other users 28 26: 13 Aot 5 VR
. L X J N [ -
To he1ghten jour senses - Ilke Experinentak ugers 0 1 3 ‘ ?31 o 8 1 3%
- taste, touch, of hearing? Ocher users 6 b 56 T -l 2 4
Cemsepome bt ndle et 0 Wy 0 g ooa Cw
helped pass thetine? "Other users 48 L I T Q
' i . : . . . i ' [ S T * .
To enable you to et throug}{ Bvperinental users 0‘_ G VR 53 NV S B 5
the work day?. Other usefs SR AR ( y. ,;'@ W
' -,e(;uasi;-mgdicﬁl users are exclu'ded‘,‘fo.r’sti'mulants,, sedatives and opiates. : ”i" '




seddtives and opiates; ‘the quasi-medical B

users of these drugs have been excluded. The
Vast maiority of the quasi-medical uysers had

used thage drugs. less than 10 times,

*Multiple peasons could be given for ecach
drug, gnd they tended to be given for_all
OXCept axperimgntal use of alcohol, With a
few #Xceptions all reasons were endorsed

JPOYe ofpen by those who used the drug moré
han experimentally; continued use may .
produce additional reasons for use, Indeed,

- for hapgin and cocaine any reason seems to-
s served those who used the dr\lfj 10 times

and this is almost as true for
severay of the other drugs. Thus, for.
arlhnana, stimulants and opiates, elght of
the nip. ponsois were endorsed by ai least

10 percent of those who. were more than
eXPerigental users. . The suggested generali-
Tation of motives for use may account, in
Part, rop- some UnL\pCCtLd flndlng such as
the fuaces that a few men said Lhey used
sedativey to stay awake or alert: and. that
heig hLLnlng the senses Was a goal in use of
all drugs, when these responses were firsg
noted, j; was suspected that they might
LCPresLnL coding or punching errors or
inaccupgee replies by respondents. These.
POSSibilities still netd to be examined, but
it appears from the patterns of responses
that a plausible altcrnatlve is that some

“ regulay ysers came to see the drugs as
JcLV1n% any purpose an lntLrVLewer mentloned

[SCIN
WUy JUR ,

. 'hLLL is more variation in the reasons for-
“5€ thap,in the reasons for not using a drug;
. Lb is truc both for the gpparent importance
0l reaycng for using different drugs %nd in
the difforence between experimental and
other ugers.  One exception to this variation
L8 Use {4 order tg get high, Which wag the
MOSE Inportant” regson given by both experi-
ental apd other users for use of alj drug
TUUCRTEPE 41¢ohkel and’ sleuldnts With respect
r ©to d1b0h01 '1L was not-the primary reason
ior Use by Lhe experimenters, who more fre-
quently gaid they used alcoh01 becausd ‘it
A% expected of them, and the Primary purpose
of Stimylant use was to help stay ‘avake or
alert quiy use. of sleulants, lnCLdentally,
W3 well as phe high ranking of getting to
- vleep op pelaxing as @ reason for use of
. wgddLLV(S and opiates, suggests that a fair
dmount of use was for instrumental, rather
than LLcledLlondl purposes ) &

Use "from forcesof habit” ranked low for the

g PCrlmcntal uspers of all drugs, but this®
Y48 alse rrue for other users, except in

the case of heroin, for which ft was the

:Cfﬁﬁa\ﬁagtlrftaﬁgntly cited .reason for use.
L0 get through the work day" also ranked

lov for pmost - drugs the sole excaeption was

ERIC- ™ - . ;'.-", /_

s o ,

Q

"no lower than fifth for any drug.

begin.

. ""To stay awake or alelt" showed the widest
" variation;

the stimulants, and again this suggests
instrumental use. - .

The other six reasons ranked high for some
drugs and Yow for others. . '"lo sleep or

relax' ranked high for sedatives and opiates,
in the high to middle range for alcohol,
marihuana and heroin, but low.for all other
drugs. '"To forget worries or troubles" P

. rariked as high as third for regular users of"

heroin ahd sedatives, as low as eighth for

_régular users. of stimulants, and fluctuated

between these extremes for all users of
other drugs.

Among experimental users, the perception

that use was expected in the situation ranked
first for alcohol, second for marihuana and
This is
clearly important in the explanation ‘of the
onsgf of drug use, not only because so many
men gdve this reason for use, but also because
it was a major reason: for use of alcoliol and
marihuana, the drugs with which most users

it ranked_£¥rst in frequency of
mention for the stimulalts and fourth for
cocaine, but low for drugs. "To get
high or stoned" has already been mentioned
as the primary réason for use of all drugs,
but it is worth emphasizing that it was a“’
reason for use for almost 100 percent of
those who used psychedelics, heroin and
cocaine more than experimentally; ‘this was
also the case for 93 percent of such users
of marihugna and for at least 65 percent of
such users of‘all other‘drugs -

"To heighten the senses' ranked second in
mention for psychedellcs ang cocaine; fourth
for marihuana and stimulants and sixth to-
eighth for all other drugs for both gategories’
of users. Use dut to boredom‘tanked about

as hlgﬁﬁas "because it was expected in the .
51Luatlon”' both. are exceeded only by "to

get hlgh "

Tor "five of the drugs, the experimental users
in Table 6. %4 ‘are the same men ‘as those shmnb
‘as using less than 10 times in Table 6.3.

For _stimulants, sedatives and opiates the
dlfferenre is accounted for by the’ qua51- E:
medical users, who are not ineluded in Tab
6.4. :If they were included in this table,
“the.probable, effect would'be to make "to get
‘to sleep- or«relax the highest, rather than ,
second hfghest percen;age for sedatives and
opiates, and for stimulants it might make
getting through the work day- rank second

_rather than ‘third in the number of times. it

vas mentloned The tables can, therefore,
e LreaLed togethér, ang give theuxeasens why-
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‘For all of the drugs except alcohol,

-.common reason cited for use by experimental /

~ did mot continue to use the drugs.
question becomes:

-with those who

,_".3 -

the experimenters tried the drugs and why “they /

~did not continue.

‘high" was the most common or second most

/

users. Use because it was expected in the '/'

- situation was the most common reason why

i/
experimenters*used alcohol; this also rankeﬁ
high for marihuana, and it was mentioned /
by about one-fifth ofasthose who experimentéd
with other drugs. The other reasons were/
mentioned by only a few men, or for only/a
few drugs; for example, to-stay awake and to
get through the work day were mentibned/for
stimulants, to sleep or relax was nq§e§ﬂfor
scdatives, and to heighten senses was reason
for use of psychedelics, stimulants aﬁﬂ

h

b ; - f

.These, then, were the reasons why some men

tried the drugs. The reasons given/by the
same men for discontinuing use wer fear of
effects on their health and disliké -of the
drug or its effects. These are ‘o ly super-
ficially satisfying explanations why. they

' The .
Why did theyf dislike the-
drugs or have these fears w@i;/bther men liked

them sufficiently and handléd /their fears well

enough to continue? S

One possible explanation haf been advanced

by Becker (1953) with respéct to marihuana, *
and ‘there is no reason why it could not be :
generalized to other drugs, That is, one .
learns to like the drug Ahd to deal with the
reasons against its use/?n the process of
using the drug; the teagchers are the users
with whom one associasz. In this study data
were obtained about iends who were using

" the*drug when the régpondent started to use

it. This extension pf Becker's explanation
would be supported £f it were found that the
experimenters repofted fewer such friends
than: those who corftinued to use a drug.

T

Therefore, the eckperimenters were compared

lad used the drugs more. exten-
sively, and. th¢/ findings--in terms of the
percentages wht reported they had only a few
friends.or no/friends using the drug when

they began itfs use--are presented with the
figures for jexperimenters first and others
second. - Thg¢ percentages ‘were: marihuana,

45 anﬂ‘ZS;/bsychédelics, 53 and 46; stimulants,

51 and 41y gedatives, 56 and-49; heroin, 81
and. 51; opiates, 68 and 54; and cocaine, 70
and 56, / ‘

Some of these percentage differences aresnot
largey/but the difference for heroin is 30
and for marihuana 20 percentage points.
more /important, all of the diffe
the

Even

/ rences are in -
. . . . g N K4

same direction. - This is clear support -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_ i
"to get /

Ad cocaine.

for Begker's hypothesis; there is. reason to
suspect that if more detailéd data were
available—-for-example, the respondents'
emotional attachment to these friends or: how
much time was spent with them-~the support

‘would be even stronger.

Another question in the interview concerned
use of drugs by current friends. The responses
indicated that the experimental users had ,
even less contact with drug-using friends

when inteérviewed than when they first tried
the drugs. In contrast, the data on other
USers Suggest approximately the same degree* - -
of contact with drug-using friends at

initial use and at the time of the interview. .
Even more revealing are the facts that emerge
when these more tharn experimental users are
divided-into’ former and current users.. Like
thie experimenters, the former users reported
less current contact with drug-using friends
than when they begdan use; current users, on.
the other hand, reported more contact with
drug-using friends at' the time of. thesinter-
view, : s

In :short, those who gegén use but. 'stopped:
after a few times had fewer friends who u*gg
the drug when they began, and this number .
decreased from first use to the time of the
interview,_,Those‘who continued use had more
friends using when'théy.bggan and generally
maigtained or increased contact with such’
friends. The men need not, however, be seen’
as pdssive objects, ihose drug use was
determined by the contacts they happened to
have. Undoubtedly their friendship pattern
reflects choices of associates on their part,
and the effect of associates only partially
explains continuation of drug use?

T
B

- Nevertheless, it appears to be a highly =~

- quasi-medical.

plausible partial explanationi when men first
tried the various drugs many of them had
qualms, misgivings and fears about them.
they were supported by friends, many were
able to handle these obstacles. Others, who,
did no haye the same degree of support

(and who may well have-differed in.other ways),
discontinued use and are classified as
eXperiméntal users or former users.

When

The reasons repé&ted,in Table 6.4 reflect the
variety of nonmedical uses of the drugs

covered in this study. As was argued in
Chapter 2, $Some of thev%fe of 'stimulants,”
sedatives and opiates appears to.have been ,
Some of it, especially of the
stimulants and sedatives, appears to have ., .,
been instrumental and quite possibly functional
in’that the drugs were used to facilitate ’
work or rest, Some of the drug use seems to

-reflect dependence, as well as an effort to ¢

cope with life, and some was to expahd IJ



Table 6.5. Expectations for Future Use”gf Each Drug (Percéntégés)

- P
CHANCE OF USE THREE YEARS AFTER INTERVIEW
) S S . No _ "Slight Good Very Good-
- A. Total Sample (2510) Chance ° Chance Chance ‘Chance
Tobacco ' » - . 3% 19 21 - ‘26
: ~ [ ’
L. Alcohol - 10 o7 ot 33 / 41
Marihuana 61 @7 . U 10
Psychedelics 91 .- ) -1 ' 1
Stimulants = ° 8& . 11, .. 3 1.
- ) . Y B .. s .
Sedatives ’ 86 11 L2 1
Heroin . 97 T 2 Lo - S x
Opiates : © 86 . 11 v 2. 1
Cocaine : 90 7 2 - .: 1.
» B. Expectations of at Liast'”A Slight Chance" of Fufﬁre Use by Experé'.rrx”‘"'
¥ . ience With Each Drug . . ‘ 5 f«;f;
. q ' : L »
. Never Used Former Users 1974-75 Users
(n) Percent (n) Percent - (n) Percent - .
. : ¢ E ; =
Tobacce (766) 30 (248) 25 (1494) _ 92
Alcchol - (76) 7 (130) .29 . (2301) 97
Marihuana (1128) 4 (421) 22 © (960) 87 ¢
Psychedelics (1960) . 2 (362) 15 (186) 67
. + . - >
Stimulants ) : (1821) <\ 4 S (390) .26 (295) 73 .
e . . . e
M ) , " F - . .'\ .
» _ . sedatives ©(2002) . % o, (282) 29 ¢ @y 3
Heroin (2362) 1 . - (100) 12 (46) 50
-Opiates ' (1731) 1 (518 30 (255) 6l -
& ' ' , ' " » L ' .
: ' Cocaine . (2158) 2 (173) 34 (178) - T4
, *Less -than ha}f_of one percent, L oo
lsums of n émin éach row fall short.of.2510 by from‘l to 6 cases,~due.t;
unknowns. ‘ . a Lo ' ' '
: ¥ + " . J
e e (‘ L . . . ’ . ‘
. 70 I ¢ 4
M * . “',!;,7’ v ’
Q - .:,, n; ,(;? .
4 h o hd .'g fuoge "
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‘Including heroin and cocaine.

Q

consciousncss. In any event it is clear that
the most common reasons for use fall under
the geéneral rubric of recreational use or

use for the effect of the drug.itself,

Expectations for Future Use

. . Cow s
For some years, in_étudies of cigarette
smoking an inquiry about the respondents"
eéstimation of the probability that they will
Be cigarette smokers in the future has been
included.. In general, respondents seem to.
ufiderestimate the probability of future use

‘when their expressed estimatés are compared.

with use as reported in later surveys. ‘In
this study, the following question’was asked
for each drug: 'What would you.say sthe
chances are that you will-be using each drug,
even occasionally, three years from now?!"

The four‘rQSponse‘categQ;ies were those shown
‘in, Panel A of *Table 6.5,

The sum of’ the percentages who chose ,an
answer other than "no chance' ig clost to the
pgkcehtage of current users of each drug,

but. tends to be slightly lower for most drugs.
The percentages who éstimated there was at
least a slight chance of future use are

shown in Panel B of Table 6.5 in terms of
cxperience with cach drug. Most of the
current users thought there was at -least

some chance they would continue use. Among
former users, fairly sizable minorities--aver-
aging about 25 percent--thought they might
resume use. Even among those who have never
used the drugs, there are a few who thought
they might begin to use the drugs in the '

‘future.

1f one”

Marihuang may be used 4s an example.
accepted the percentagessin Panel B as
estimates of future use, the number of users
three vears in the future would be slightly
larger than ‘the’ number of current  users,
This would also be true for the ‘other drugs,
There is no
basis to accept as accurate: the respondents’
estimates of future use, but certainly there
is nothing tv suggest that a decrease in use
is Iikely. ' o ‘

Drug Use Among Current Friends
Respondents were asked: "Ag far as you know,
how many Sf your current friends and acquain-
tances use cach drug?" Five answer categories
were used, as disﬁlayed in Table 6.6. 1In
Panel B the responscs are presented in terms
of the respondents' experience with the
drugs. ' - ;

- B o !
With the exception 0f the opiateé;'nearly‘all
of the current users reported at least: a féw-

/ e ~

o
K
v
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friends using the drug. The peréentages
among the former users were lower than among
the current users, and the difference was

.substantial for Heroin. :Even among the-

nonusers the proportion who had friends who
dsed the drugs was far from negligible,’
Indeed, the percentage was surprisingly high
for heroin. While only 2 percent of the
sample reported current use of heroin, 12
percent of the nonusers said that ‘they knew
at least a few current users of heroin. -

-One possible explanation is that the nonusers

of drugs incorrectly. suspected use in
friend2~0r acquaintances or had reason to
belie®t that they were using some drug and
intelpreted'this as use of several drugs.
Another explanation is that nonusers may have
h good reason to suspect past use of a

drug by a.friend and assumed that the use was
current. . ’ e '
The latter explanation is plausible because

of the answers to .two questions: . the. nonusers
were asked whether they had ever been present
when the drug was being used and whether the -
drug had.ever been offered to them. 1In the,
first case the respondent would know from his
own observation that his friends were using,
and*he would have their own statements"ﬁ?’ﬁi/(

what it was they were using. In the second

-case (probably but not'hecessarily the same

occasion), it would be 'a fair inference that

- the person who offered the drug was using it.

In answer to the first question, 63 percent of

_the nonusers of marihuana had been present

~71

when marihuana was being used, The comparable
percentages for the other drugs were:
péychedelics, 30; stimulants,. 38; sedatives,
35; heroin, 17; opiates, 16; and cocaine, 21,
Almost identicakt percentages responded
positively to the second question. s
The respondentf, therefore, had a good basis
for the statements about use by current
friends if they were thinking in terms of
known use at some time, but not necessarily
the present. The intent of the question was
to ascertain current use by current-friends,
but the word current waé:actahheg to "friends"
and not to "use." For nonusers; then,:it
appears that the question may have elicited
answers about how many current friends had
ever used drugs, rather than the intended
answer in terms of current use.

lIf‘thiS>happenedeithononu$ér it couldfhéve

happened witl» former users a current users. .
With respect to these two groups, however,
there is less reason to question their state-
ments that most of them had friends who .were
using the drugs. Here the relevance of the

figures lies in the generally accepted belief ., -

i

L
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Table 6.6. brug Usg Among Current f%lequ of Respondents. ercentagesd)
'\ - PROPORTION OF CURthT FRIENDS USING
_ . : . All or About Less Than A Few None
e L4 ~A. Total Sample * (2510) ﬁ?st‘ Half Half . :
Tobacco 43 35 9t it 2
: Alcohol - 67 20 4 7 2
Ma:iﬁugna 19_ .18 11 B Bb .23
Psychedelics = 1 s "9 29 - 57
Stimulants | s 5 8 32 52
$§' B ' Sedatives . 2 A 7 a1 - 55
" " " Merotn Lo 1 2 1t 8
_opiates - T 1 2 3 18 76
: . . —

Cocaine . : 2 -3 3 18 74

- 1
A I .
&//ng, Never Used. - Former Users 1974-75 Users
. // _ ‘ (n) . Percent : (n) Percent (n) : Pchent o~
Tobacco. o (766) 98 " (248) 96 (1494) 100 '
Alcohol . . (76) B4 (130) 89  ° (2301) 99
Marihuana ~  (1128) 56 (421) 84 (960) 98
| . psychedWics  ” _'(1969) 32 (362) 77 (186) 94 _
) Stimulants (1821) 36 (390) 72 (295) 93
Sedatives . (2002) 36 . (282) 69 ' (224) 88
Heroin (2362)" 12 (100) 41 (46) 87
‘opiates - iyyal) 12 (518} 43 (255) 67
Cocaine | (25%8) 17 (173}}’ 63 . (178) 87

.%Less than half of one percent. )

1Sums of n's in each row fall short of 2510 by from,1 to 6icases, due to
unknowns. R - . .

.
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‘that the continuation of drug use, as well

as its onset, is facilitated and made more
'Probable by having friends who use drugs. It-
may be presumed that if one has such friends,
-this will work against cessation among :current

. Users and toward the resumption of use among

former users; this is one more reason to
that any sizable reduction in the number
users will occurgin the immediate future.

dou’bt
of

I N

Lyt
wailability of Brugs
he respondents were asked: "'Suppose you had
he money and wanted to get each of these .
‘fugs now. .How hard do you think it yould be’
)r you to get some within a"day?" The
Irec response categories are shown. in Panel

.

I
S

Table 6.7. Availability of Drugs ?(PcrcenCages)

Half or more thought it :
possible te.get ‘each drug within a
day, and one-fifth or more Would find it
@asy. The lowest percentage was for heroin,
but 17 percent of the sample gaid it would
be easy to obtain heroin. .

A'in Table 6.7,
would pe

In Pane] B the responses of "easy'" and
"difficult but possible" are combined. At ’
least two~thirds of the current and forme#
users reported it would be Possible, albeit
Perhaps difficult, to obtain any of the
It is significant that only foy heroin,
OPiates and cocaine would most nonusers find
it almost impossible to obtain the drug, and
the Pércentages are so close tp 50 that

One can say that half or more of the:sample

. A
. N Difficult Almost
‘A, Total Sample (2510) Easy __But Possible Impossibple
gy Marihuana ' 70 : 19 T 1o )
" Psychedelics. 32 ;; 38 ’ .'29 | j
. * Stimulants . 41 35 R A v
. Sedatives ‘) 4.0 34 ’ 25
_ Heroin | 17 28 - 53 }t'
;’ Opiates 22 31 46
; Cocaine .20 - 33 46 .
- S

B. "Easy" or "Possible" by Experience With Each brugl |

o

1974-75 Useys

. Nonusers Former Users ) 7
/ : (n) Percent ”4&“)’ P¢rcent (n) > Pencent
f - - ‘ .
ﬁ Marihuana- ' (1128) 82 §k21)_; 94 (960) 97
; ) & A 4
/ Psychedelics (1960) 66 (362)~ - g3 (186) - 90 /A -
j S . : .
¢ Stimulants (1821) 70 . €390) 91 T (295) 93
! - . T
g Sedatives (2002) 71 (282) g5 (224) 92
f, Heroin . (2362) 45 (100) 69 (46) 83
opiates (1731) - 46 (518) 64 (255) 80 |
Cocaine (2158) 49 (173) 68 (178) 87

B —

Lsums of n's
unknowns .

O . : . L.
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In cach’ row fall short of 2510 by from 1 to 6 cases,

s

;due to
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-
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drugs. .



A Table 5.8, 'Atpitudégnd O‘pini.ons.About Selected Drugs by Use of Those Drugs (Perpéntages Responding "T_me")'l

Vo \
|0 , ' N
\ : A, BY USE OF ALCOROL ~ . B, BY USE OF MARIHU - C, BY USE OF HEROLN
S for Aleobdl for Marihuan/a‘/ +_ for Heroin
. P : L ' , S
Nevet  Fomer  1974-75 Never  Fomer 197475 . Never  Forper  1974-T
o ' o 1 lUsed  Users  Users  Used - Users =~ Users  Used Users  Users.
L @b e () (0 () (el . (%) (@6 () ()
People are mofe likely tobe 488 B9 7. . 4 L (| ¥+
violent or agressive while . P B R L
. hgronit - S ' Y "
. Tt.makes people lose their 8 8 66 ! 62 % 90 91
.owill toverk,t : o o, Y,
N ' ; . o °,if,“',,
® people are likely tojurt 9 35 RN TS (SRS B I P
- thenselves or take foolish o o S
" risks while high on it, -
& lot of the people house 62 62 oo oo & % 4 bl

it 4ré not very different -

- fron me, , a . o L
. : L ' , [ . : ‘ i o , t

Using it nakes people vant - 53 o n ) 28 hoo A 35

to try other drugs.
o, ‘ ] | o ol .
Lavs congetning its use BB ¥ oW 50008 bW on B
 should be made lesg strict - ‘ o S
or ‘abolished. E C k
?’  Msallgtwwei 0 ® % & nmo# T B ¥

whenever you feel like it, -

. ‘ B . ? - .
‘ ‘ lSums‘of n's for each d\rug fall short of 2510 by 1 to 3 cases, due to unknowhs _
’ YJU | , ‘ \Q o e . ‘ ' ,

- J
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-vAttltudES and Oplnlons

.dayh

felt they could obtain any. drug within a
Lack of availability of a drug must be
a minor reaseon- for abstaining from its use;
indeéd, only”l0 to 17 percent of the nonusers

‘gave th1s as a reason-when they were asked.

the questlon directly.

.(Table 6.3)

In one of the two self-admlnlstered question-
naires -completed during the interview, the -

" respondents vere asked to check: true or

O

_ statement
these three specific problems, alcohol was

effects -

false for each of the seven statements shown
in'Table 6.8; this was done sepapately for
alcohol, mar1huana and heroin.
are presented for each drug accord1ng to the
respondent s’ experience with that drug.

.Theé f1rst three items refer to presumbly
-problematic éffects of the drugs.

There was
general agreement regardless of’use, that
alcohol was llkely to produce .such &ffects.,
Only. for loss of will to work did current .
users -of alcohol differ from former users and
qonhsers to an appreciable extent, and even
athong 6urrent users the majority endorsed

the statement. With respect to marihuana,
the. pattern of responses was ‘quite dlfferent'
nonusers were more likely to ‘endorse the
statements than former users and mugh more

“likely to.do . so than current users.

.

1
For heroin, this paEEern also appéared for
two of the three items but . .s reversed for
loss of will to work. The users of heroin
werc somew more Likely to endorse this

Eﬁgh.nonusers. With respect to

clearly seen 'as most 11ke1y to producedEwo
of them, heroin a¢ most likely to produce
loss of 'will to work, and marihuana was seen
as least 11kely to have any of these

v
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The differences in terms of -experience with
the three drugs were marked for the other
four opinions or attitudes. Current users

- were.more likely to-perceive users ks

The answers 9 .

a

T

’

The respondents'

‘controlling use should be less strict,

.than was alcohol,

"heroin endorsed it.

similar to themselves, to-believe that laws*
and
to agree that it 'is all right to use the
drug whenever one feels like it. They wer®
least likely to agree “that use of the drug
makes people’ want to try other drugs.

”n
If one compares the drugs in terms of these
items, marihuana users were perceived ‘as
least different, and heroin use‘!as most
different from the respondent, e%en within
categories of experience with the drug.
Heroin and.marihuana were perce1ved as more
likely to make people want to try other drugs
The statement about making
‘the, laws less strict has a clear meaning
for marihuana and heroin, as specific - N

,proposals of decriminalization have been
~widely publicized;

its meaning for alcohol.’
is less clear. Yet, the patﬁern was the

same for the three drugs, current users were
most likely to endorse the statement. ‘Only "
a third of the current usefs-of alcohol and
It was only for mar1—
huana that ‘support for the statement was
‘high, and evev,among the nonusers 28 percent
endorsed it. N ,

’ ~

endorsement of the statement

is politically s1gn1f1cant The men .who -

endorsed less punitive marihuana laws comprised

sllghﬂly more than half of the .ent§ sample,
-
Flnally, the statement assert1ng that it is

all rlght to use the drug whenever one feels

like it showed the same patteqr it was least
endorsed by nonusers and most frequently
endorsed by users. Again, only a minority
of the users of heroin endorsed it.

3 0

.
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the drug(s) that caused the pnoblem. .
was followed by a set of questions regarding *

‘he reported.

~‘céuld answer the first-question-in tffe *
, affirmative with only miipor problems in mlnd%

7 Problems_and Benefits
Attributed to Drug Abuse %

i
I3

This chapter is restricted to the problems
and benefits the respondents perceived -to
be due to their use of the differenfdrugs.
Four types of questions on zhese topics were
asked 1nvthe ;ntervLew. F1rst each respon-
dent ‘was'given a catd on which’ the drugs he
said hé had used were.circled, and -the
followlng questlon was asked o

‘Now we're 1nterested in any problems
_ your drug uge may ‘have caused you. Did
« your use of any of the drugs circled on

your-list ‘ever cause you'J o -
~a)=any h th problems or injgries? ’ v
" b) to havé problems at work? .
.¢) 1. to have problems with a wife or
" girlfriend,. P RS

2.' your parents, :
3. friends .or- other’ people you 11ved
: with? o

d) itg have problems with the 1aw%¥

‘e) any. problems’ besides those.me 1oned7

. - . -" « - 7 - N -
If the answer to any of these questions was
positive, the respondent was. ask to name °
This

each drug named; the respondent was asked in g
what year the drug: first caused problems“

of the type.,under d1scuss1on,'1n what year.

it last caused problems and whae was the most

-serlous problem. thak. it caused,

“ 2

Because of the way these*questlons were

, phra§ed, it is not possible to infer that a

resppnd!ht regarded as.serious any problem
He was -asked to report any

problemsy only after he identified a problem

"in an area was he asked what was the,most -

serious one .of thet type. Thus, a’ respondent.

)

in this case, his next answer cannot be

*q . - . T ~ - E

B

‘“problem;

.~

v

.
X
;. R
- LR . . < - . ; .
-taken to mean he .perceived it as a serious
1t is apparent that spme of the ¢
respondents did, in fact, describe some
relatively minor problems; . C e
From the respondent 5 descrlp n it was .
sometimes possible to, determln that he per- .. =
ceived the problem as'a’ serlous10r d-trivial +
one. The utility of this classification has
not been adsessed, but it is appsfent that , = ¢
in many - ‘cases- the data are insufficient for )
reliable coding, as, “for example, when the
complete deéscription was, "I' got . drunk, fell,
and my drm:went through a window and was
cut." For present purposes; Ehe ‘seriousness
«of the problems reported must, Be taken as an’
‘-unkn 1, and the point of maJor interest is
the den1a1 of problems.

o

‘A second‘ﬁgt of questions, dgain with reference

to. those drugs the man had used, dealt"with
other consequences d1rect1y attrfbutable‘to -"q
drug use.. For all of the drugs he had used
* thé man was asked if he ever: . . . s
. / P
a) -had. any bad- trips from uging any of.
them? ... .
b) got into a phys1ca1 flghtﬁas a resdit'l
of-using any. of them’ B ’
c) stayed up or hlgh on any of them for h
.~ ‘Tore than.a day at a time?
d) found that he ,couliln't remember ‘what’
"had happened to him as a résult of . -
.» using any of theml: . o -~ ‘5:\
e) had bheen phys1ca11y or psycholpglcally
dependent on any of chem? .

1

. toe

A- third appxoach was qualltatlvely dlfferent

and dellberately lacked spec1f1c}Ly Aftér

the probIem questions, the 1nterv1ewer . .

continued B : . et Lo
We,have been talklng only about problems.

- Did you? use oﬁ-any of thendrugs c1rc1ed.




[E

[.

‘on your list help or beneflt you in any
way7'_ . . .

If the answer was, positive, the 1nterv1ewer
probed for a complete list: of drugs that
were perceived as having- beneflted the man.
Then, for cach drug, the queftion was asked:
"In what ways did (Drug) benefit you?';.
these answers have’ not been analyzed as yet.

Flnally, the. respondent was asked '"How i

. would you rate the effects your use of each

O

drug has had on your life?  How abgut for
(Drug)?" The respondent was given a card
containing the answers ''véry bad," "more
bad than good,' "more godd than.bad " and’
"'very good." A fifth response, '"no cffect,"
was recorded by the interviewer only if the
respondent volunteered it and refused to
make a choice among the responses on the
card. ) .

PROBLEMS'OF SPECIFIED TYPES

The data in Table 7.1 show ‘the prevalence ofl,
certain’types of problems by drug class for )
men in the age range of 20 to 30. With the

total sample as a base, only 14 percent of }
the men reported one or more problems -due

to marihuana use. Alcohol was clearly the
drug most productive of problems; 40 percen
of the total sample reported one or more-

w

PrOb

dems resultlng from their use of it. 1In
terms of the total sample, few of the men
reported problems due to their use of- drugs
other than alcohol or marihuana, - - .

QAn examlnatlon of the row for alcohol in
. Tdble 7.1 reveals that problems with the law

¥ and probléms with parents weré. mentioned by *
" 18 percent of the me

in ‘the sample; while -
19 percent reported problems with.a wife or

-”: girlfriend resulting from their use of . y

- alcohol.
.. considerably lower; only 5 or 6 percent of.

The percentages for marihuana ‘were

the men reported. these legal or 1nterpersonal
problems . : :
The percentages in Table 7.1 are based on

the tptal number in .the sample, and most of
the men had not used most of the drugs;
consequently,’ the drugs could not have )
caused problems for them. . The percentages in
Table 7.2 are based on the number of men who
had used each drug . Of necessity, the.

'percentages of men who reported no problems

are lower than when the total sample was
the base. However, only 20 percent of the
users of psychedelics reported one or more
problems associated with their use. The
comparable percentages for stimulants,

sedatives, opiates and cocaine were relat1ve1y .o
“low.

Although not shown in tabular’ form, ;
the percentages remalned low even among those

S

‘Table 7.1. Problems of Spec1f1ed Types, .and No Problems Reported Percent
) "of Total Sample (n 2510)
- No Problems of Specified Types = R
Problems I <~ Wife or
Reported Health ' Work Law Girlfriend Parent(s) Friend(s). .
" Alcohol 60 10 - 5 18 19 188 \ '
. . Marihuana 86 2, 5 - S | e 3
Psychedelics 96 11 1 2 1 I
Stimulants 95 2, -1 1 2 1 1 i
! - . i N I:;'
Sedatives 96 1 1 1 2 1 "1 H
Heroin 98 o1 1 B 1 1 1 \
. 3 \
. v .
Opiates - 98 w0 * * 1 1 % v‘ LI
Cocaine} 98 S <0 1 L
. v L
*Less, than half Sf one percent . b
) - 77 '
Q7 *
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who osed the drugs more thap experimerftally.
< In- fact, onry'32 percent of the meh’ who  had
* used st1mu1a‘t$ more than on an(experlmental
. basis report d one ormore problems, and the,
- percentages .ere low for cg parable users. -
of sedatlves, gpiates ‘and cocaine.

When tHose who had ever used her01n const1tuted
*. the-base, 64.-percent dénied all of the A
* specifiéd problems. When the experimental -

. users were exéluded, only 34 percent denied
‘these problems. In: fact; whether the base

C1s those who have ever used or those ‘who -
have used heroin more than experlmentally,

the pércentage= who,reporfbd health:, work,

law or one of the 1nterpersona1 prpblems
“(wife or girlfriend, parents, -friends) were

higher than for all the other drugs, except .
alcohel’.” ‘When one considers problems ,
resulting from extensive use,.héroin produced. -
proportionately more problems than alcohol or
marihuana. Whereas the heroin users -
‘constitute a small segment of thie populatlon
" of yqung meu, ‘97 percent of the! men had used
alcohol, and 63 percent. of the alcohol users
.- v/are classified in the heavy or heaviest

categorles Thi's means thatlln terms of the e

.~number of men whp are, affected alcohol is. the
Imore problematlc“drug for soc1ety

> . A -

" -reportéd dependente. - 1 v ,
- the percentages of men who reported dependence':

Gy e T R

CONSEQUENGES OF DRUG'USE -
E . °d .

The percentages in Table 7. 3 refer to conse-
*-quences the respondents attllbuLLd to their

p? use of the Jrugs in response to SpQthlL

questyghs Firde, four of every ten men whc
had ‘used psychedelics’ reported having bad
.trips. ' Second, those who had used alcohol
‘were more likely to report flghts as a
‘consequence than were users of the other drubs
- When only the heavy and heaviest users of’
alcgphol were. examlned
fights resu1t1ng from their use of alcohol..
Third, use of psychedelics and st1mu1ants:
.was clearly associated with staying high for
more than a.day, as this experience was '
‘réeported by 27 and 40 percent,.respcctively,
‘of the users. Fourth, 39. percent-of those
who had used alcohol found that on-one or
more occasions they could not remember what
had happened to them as a result of. their
alcohol consumptlon, the comparable figure
.was 51 percent among the heavy and’ heav1est
‘users of alcohol. "Fifth, 29 percent’ Gf those

-

who had ever ust heroin reportéd having bei?..

physlcally or psychologlcally ‘dependent , on
or addlcted to .the drug.  For those who had-
used heroin ‘10 ¢r more times), 54 percent .
For the other drugs

N - were relatively low, even when use was more '
Lot than experimental. .
VAR L . g ' »
R | " .
S I .
.‘ . . . .’ \\ K 1 . . ] - '_ R . ) S .
Table 7.2. Percent of Users~ Who Reported Spe%}ficd Types of Problems
' Problems of Specified Tvpes .
. No . - Wife or ) '
3 . ,n Problems Health Work Law Girlfriend® Parent(s) ~ Friend(s)
Alcohol (2434) , 58 11 5019 20 18 8
Marihuana (1382) " 74 3 3. 9 9}' 12 3
Psychedelics  (550) . 80..._ & 4 4 10 6, 3
A S a | A 4 -
Stimulants (581) 77 10. 3 3 . 8 5 3 "
. " Sedatives - (409) 79 8 35, 10 3 4 '
Heroin (168) 64 12 10 14 22 17 16
. ' Al :
‘opiates %93) © 92 L 1771 *:: 3. 1
- : L . N
‘Cogaine (352) © 92 2 0 3 -2 2, 1

lyor stimulants, sedatives, and opiates, quasi-medical use was defirded as no use.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

some 38 percent reported.
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S - - v N A R . e Py
{) ".© . Table 7'.3. Percent 'of Users Repgrting Bad Tri’ps‘,'-Fight's,rSg:ayingL.Hig‘h‘.‘More o
o . . Than a *D?y, Memory Lapses, -and Dependence Due to a Given Drug A
. [ P e L R g ~e Y : . e r . /;‘
o , PRI \ “ High More Couldn't .. . 9
Lr n__ Bad Trips |Fights . Than a Day Remember ..Defendence
. R - - 1 ” T T . . - Ca— 7 - - & - -
i Alcohol'~ | (2434):* " 16 . S e, o e T B
Y| .. Maribuame  (1382)} 8 . 8" 8. - els
. 2 . - : coat f h o tee R
. Psychedélics = (550) | 41 % Y R & R
3 -Stjmulants ~ - (581) . 9 " 40" ey e o L j .
N Sedatives . - (409)", " P 6 17 A5
.. - Heroih U4 (148) | 18 15 - s 29
_Opiates . (493) 5. To. 3 3,0 2
. A_ v . . » ) . - o ® ]
| 7 "iCocaine [ ' (352) / 6 1i 3o . g
: ' - . ) : e - M i
I 11-‘9: stixﬁulénfs, éedacivgs; ‘élnd opia;es, uasi‘-médical use w‘yas' e}éclud'ed. R
[ . . . . ‘3‘ r o ° - . s :‘n‘u 3
A - PR | ,
| v : . ¥ A ” .
. s ' K ‘1:" o\ : ’ :
f Table 7.4. Percent of Users  Who Perceived Benefits From Dtug Useé and Their® .
Ce . Perception of the Overall Efféct Drug Usage-has had on Their Life.
k! ot " Some . Some Overall Life Effect
- * Problems Benefits “Very Bad ‘. "Very Good
) ) n - Reported Reported . or Bad None or Good
S 'I:ébacco ‘;';" ’ ';/(22#1,1') - - 66 /22 12
‘ ~Alcohol o (2434). 42 22 46 21 33
Marihuana .- (1382) ® 27 32 T 3 22 . a5
‘Psychedelics . (550) 21 . 26 54 12 - 35
? . .
" Stimulants *(581) 23 36, 48 13 39
: " Sedatives (409) 20 15 . 58" 11 31
\ . o ' . i ) -~
Heroin (148) - 36 a2’ 74 ' 13 14
Opiates - 493) . s 11 51 17° " 33
Cocaine (352) R N 18 39
. ’ : n. . : .a | o
-'!'For stimulants, sedétives, and opiates, quasi-medical usé was excluded.
79 L -
Q. .
. (Vg
Qo '
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Mo S
BENEFIfé PERCEIVED AND OVERALL )
" LIFE E7FECTS GE DRUG»USE BRI »,"'

* . ~ b

Wh11e it is w1dely assumed that the use of\
drugsfcan produce prdblems, the, OPPOSltL
‘assufption 1s seldom ‘madé, that~u€ezﬁay
prod ce’ beneflts The flndlngs regardlng
percelved bénefits:in codtrast w1th problems
. and the perce1ved—overa11 11fc cffects of
" usé are ‘shown in TaEle 7 b,
fhc first findlng deserVJ.n0 mentlon is that
‘for three drugs,'alcvhol
hlgher percentages reported problems than-
percelved benefits: However, those who had

I

o

i"vv .

probiems and bengfits, respectlvely, the
Figures arc 27 and 22 percent for alcohol; -\

I

«
~

sedatives and heroin,

‘used these drtigs wore. extens1vcly repbrteq morc
benefits in, comparlson with all users; for‘;a‘

21 and 16 percent for sedatives ‘and 22 and 11'
pcrcent for heroin. ®* For ;the other six. drugs:

higher Percentages of the men- perceived
" benefits “than reported problems. -Those ‘who
" used marihuana, psychedelics and stlmulants
more than experimentally were. somewhat -more
likely to report benefits from thclr use
. aof these drugs. I . - :
" With regard to the overall effeets of drug
o use on one's life, 74 percent of the heroin
users percelved the ¢ffects as bad-.or very
"bad. It is interesting that tobacco ranked

second only to heroin in terms of the
‘In\contrastJ
f
s

¥ perception 6f negative effecLE.
only 33 perccnt of the users and 24 pcercent

ERI
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- of the moa rate and heavy’ users of marlhuanu»‘ -
'descrlbed the overall cffect of their use .

S

5 -:" . L. \ ’.

' L Co- LTI

K3

in such negative terms. Betwéen' the5e
extremes the’ percentages rcportlng tha; the
cffect had been bad or very bad, were'- :
‘vocaine, 43; aleohol, 465 stlmulants, 48; "
Opla§9 s, 513 sychedellcs“ 54; and, -
seda ves) 58 .percent. - 5:3

Flnally, én eKamlnatlon of the percentages

. fl

, who percelwed use of a drug as‘havxng a -good

or very;good overall e¢ffect on their life

';reveals that only for heroin and ‘#obacco

were the pcrcentages low; 14 percent of

the heroin users and 12 percent of the tobacco
uSers ‘rated the effects of these drugs
pGSLmlvcly ‘The percentages for- afl of the,
other drugs were, in fact, rather h1gh ) When

. these percentages are~ calculated for those .-
7whose use of. Lhese drugs had been more than
,experlmcntal

they were thher than for. v
experimental users. In fact, 66 percent of -

. #he moderate amd .héavy-users: ‘of maribuana .

/saw the overall 1life effect of theéir use as *-
. good .or very gooa.
" for more than experimeéntal users of the

The comparable perLentages

other drugs werer alcohol, 38; psychedellcs H&
-48; stimulants, 45; sedatives, 36; heroin, 20;
-opiates, 38; and.cocaine, 497" : ) f

Marihuana differed. from all of the' other
drugs in one respect; it wasthe only one for v
which more users rcported the' effect on their
lives as good or very good than reported it
as bad or very bad

-



e

v ) ¢ ! -

- . . A . v
Although the association between drug use *
and crim1nal1ty is widely recognized, there
is cons1deraﬁle disagreement -concerning
the ndture of .the. relationship. - Earlier

studies, based largely on addiets hosp1ta114ed'
for treatment, revealed that the relationship -

“

between drug use and. crime was neither a
“simple nor a unidiredtional one (Voss” and
Stephehs, 1973). A serious limitation of
"earlier analyses has been reliance on
_narcotic addicts for information . (Voss
and Stephens, 1973,; see also Inciardi
and Chambers, 1972; STASH Report No. 221,
197&). The point is not that narcotic
add1cts may provide unreliable or invalid
"information, but that their involvement
in crime may,différ from that of users
of other drugs, or of narcotic users who
are not addicted, if for no other reason
than that addicts may have an éxpensive
"habit" to maintain.
“\.
The men 1n the sample were asked if they
had ever committed each of ten illegal acts
and, 1f=so, the first and last year they did
so. - In addition to these self- reports on .
.criminal act1v1ty, informationswas obtained
.at other points in the 1nterv1éw eoncernlng
whether they had ever sold drugs, stolen
rdrugs, purchased drugs from-a friend or
j ‘dealer and whether drug-use had caused the
' respondent to have problems with the law.'
A series of questions pertaining to contacts
with. the criminal justice system were also
" posed. These included inquiries about
.arrests for traffic violations; dr1v1ng
wﬁlle intoxicat and other offenses;
. age at first arreet; appeafance in Juvenile
eourt; commitment td>a Juven1le correctlonal
fac111ty, conviction for a criminal offense,.
jail, workhouse or prlson sentence; and
the length of time served.

1=
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Self-Reported Criminal Acts >

.In Table 8.1 the number.and percentage of

respondents who reported each of ten criminal
acts ‘are shown in the first two columns.
Seventy percent of the men reported public
intoxication, and 60 percent admittedd that

they had driven an-automobile while 1ntox1Cuted
The latter figure is noteworthy in view of
the hazard a drunken driver' creates for other
travelers. Further, only. 8 percent of the
men reported an arrest for driving while ..
intoxicated. The next most common of these «
ten offenses -was shopllftlng, 44 percent of

the men reported th1s form of theft.

s

Also shown in Table 8.1 are the percentégeg
of men who reported each act according to

- whether or not they had used marihuana or

. other drugs, exclyding tobacco, alcvhol and

marlhuana Included in the category of '*.
“'other drugs” are psychedellcs, st1mu1aﬂts,
sedatives, her01n, other opiates and.cocaine.
There are sizable d1fferences batween: tnc
users and nonusers of marihuana and also,
beétween users and nonusers of the other drugs.
For example, 3 percent of the monisers -
reported that they had stolen an automobile,
while 8 percent of the marlhuana users
and 1l percent of those who. had used .other

drigs admitted to auto theft.

»

’

Q}th the exception of ‘the first tvo acts, - o
for which consumption. of alcohol to the point -
of 1ntox1cat10n is a necessary condltlon,

users of marihuana were, in genera], at leasc
two to three times more likely to “have

commi tted each of these acts. p\clgt for .
shoplifting, saﬁtiar or greater differcices
appear between users and nonusers oi otner
drugs :

s oo
’

In Table 8.2 the 1nformat1on on sc1£~reported
cr1m1nal acts is shown 1n relation to the « =«
L Y

<
,
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TaBle 8.1.. Self-Reported Criminal Acts by Use of Marihuana and Other Drugs

v (Percentages) ‘-_. . S
T e o : . ‘Number Percentaée' Other Drugs - .
Criminal Act’ ~ Admitting , of -*  Marihuana (Marihuana
. Act Sample’ » Excluded).
. - I Nevetr = Never-
. _ " Used Used Used: .Used
| L w o esi T %1128)(1382) '(-1565) 845) "
1. Public intoxication. 1754 70 s 83 62 . 86
2. D‘rivir}g while intoxicated. 1512 60 457 73 53 75
Y Auto theft. ' 145 . 6. T3 8 3 1
4. Breaking and entering. 314 - i3 | 67 ‘1§,‘ .f. 24
5. Armed robbery. 36 .1 ‘_ 2 1 "3
T e .Shb_p}iftin'g. . 103, 3 - 44 29 56 35 62
.° ?. Stealing'(face;to-face).“' 83' ) 3' 1 5 . 2 7
A 8. Illegal gambling. 74 BT 1 4 - 2 4
. . L] .
" 9. Bad checks. 70° 3 1 4o 91 6
10. Forged presc:iptioes;. ;37 ’ ';1j x" _ 2' % 4

o Table 8.2.

A

Self Reported Crlmlval Acts by Extent of Marlhuana Use

(Percentages)

. Criminal Act

Total

EXTENT OF MARTHUANA USE

No Use

“ g hS.‘Arﬁed robbery.

-

(4

[}

. ‘ Expeérimental Light Medium Heavy
. (n) /(2510) © "(1128) . (423) (231)  (227) (501)
o ' ‘ . " s o N
1. Public intoxication. .70 54 78 ~86_- 84 87
. . . - oo ’ . L . ,
2. Driving while ;ntbxicated. 60 45 1 69 - 77, 2 75
> c ] . Lo L P ) ....
3. Auto theft. . 6 3 R 6 e 9L 12
o : . 7
-4. Breaking and entering. C.13 6 10 10" 20 - 27
' , ; L, O |
i T .
J 1 % B ll. 1 2 2 4
‘ ‘

' S ) 0 . : b
6. Shoplifting, 4t 29 ol 50 52 56° 64
7. Stealing (face-tq-face). % , 1 l 3 ?3'f 3 v 9

. ' - L . o .
8. Illegal gambllng | "3 1/ s 2 5 6
9. Bad checks > ‘ L 1Y 2 Y 4 v7
o s .

. 10. Fnged prescript¥ns. 1 C ok * * 4 4
g . 4 . & . .

o . . ! ,

\ *Less than half of one percent. , ; *

e . ‘ - ) . LT
' v . =
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‘Table 8.3.. Self-Reported Criminal Acts by Ex;g'of Alcohol Use .__,(Pezcentages) '
S ‘o < ‘ AN . a

- L
4 1 ) { e * . * —

. ol o 2 EXTENT OF ALCOHOL USE . o
Criminal Act - ’ Total \.No Use Experimental Light Mediun  Heavy Heaviest
s : i . (n) (2510)  (76) v (93) (49 (318) (599) (933)

{

1. Public intoxi'cation. ST 0 .16 S T AR S

2, Driving while intoxicated. 1512 . * 60 -0 2o 2 )8 N -84

3. Auto theft. — US  6 .0 L0 R
4, Breakir'lg‘ and entering. . 34 . 13 | \j' 6 | '*‘6., . ".10. .13 BT

s . . : ' L ) 4 AR

. o . - . . Yl

5. Amed robbery, B O T S T T
6. Shoplifting. © . 1103 4 16 31 3L % 4 s
o 7. . \ .1 ‘ U 1 . ) } . ‘

I Stealing ('facc?-to;-face). 8 | 3" 0 | 4 _l R 2 -3 )

8, Illegal gambling.a- | SN 3 o 3 42 2 2

o . S . : d . * ‘ . o
9. Bad-checks. S 0+~ 3 o 1 22 2 5

‘ ' ’ ' ‘ . 3 . . ! ' o . . .. .
\10 Forged prescrlptlons .31 1 -0 0" I 1 1 2

. \ L ‘
- _ . ‘. T e : o . Ky !



measu&ke of extent of‘marlhuana use.
the data in TaWjlle §:
. T . 8

~of these criminal AC'ts 1is related .to the

~of marihuana, it is apparent in Table 8‘2“ o -sé
Sx' . “alt

: that 1n@olvement in each of theSe acts

|

e
Whereas- né
w that commi sLon 4 . ,.re:

. o
gviest users oﬁvalcohol 90 and 84 percent

us*‘“‘. «~and driving while intoxicated. For the other

ough similar, were weaker than the ones

pectively, reported drunkenness in publlc .

f-reported criminal acts the re1atlonsh1ps,

PR

also related to the extent of mariluan use . obs rved for marihuana use. For example,
For example, 8 _percent of the users reperqed 9 rcent Sf the heav1est Jdrinkers reported
an"'auto theft, ‘but among heavy users- Ofi \T,Q “*an jauto theft in comparlson w1th 12 perce
" mariluana the »percentage was 12. - Simil }y , " of |rhe heavy ‘marihuana _users.
‘9 percent: qf the heayy users had’ commltaed . = i
' . a.robbery 1nacompar1soh with 5 pgrcent|df Bll \ »-Lack of the self—reported criminal acts was
users and 1 pegcent of the nonusers. »]ﬁ f%ct,' ) clan51f1ed on the basis of the first and last.
- for. cach criminal adt the percdptage forl 0. yeaf the respondent indicated it occurred.
~heavy users (Tablo 8. 2) was hlgher than, She Som§ 60 to 70 percent of thbse who reported
vcomparable £1gure “for 411 users’ (Tabla 8L1). in Juto theft, breaking and entering oY
; ) oot < L shopllftlng 1nd1cated that it .occurred only
Examlnatlon of the: relatlonshlp botween"@' whille the resporident was under 18 years of -
alcphol -use And "thé ten ‘selsf- reported - i -age (Table 8.4).. On the ,dther hand, two-thitds .
crimingl acys Jevealed a- s1m11ar patterny - R of -?ose'who atdmitted to puplic drpnkenness
v thpvheavy and hedviest usérs a1coholﬁ$ere ~and farmed, -ropbery said it took place for. the
. more llkely‘co report each of the acts thaj ~ fir t1me after the-age of 18, and approxj- .
\\; were mén who w ,Bfe light orhnodo ate: dr;iﬁe‘s - matelly three fourths of those who reported
(Table 8.3): Agong the 76 nonusers fout i’ - driviing while 1ntox1cated running numbers -
&5 pereent) ddmfjtted to breaking and enﬁgkingﬁ . and kheck forgery 1n1t1a11y committed the,
_‘and 12" (16 perdeént) reported shopllftlngj' offethise after atLa1n1ng the age of 18. N
they did not report dny of.the other %r]mlnll . Nearlly all of the prescription violations
. acts. The extent of drinking was dlroctly ... dccu¥red after the respondents were 18, Tlee ,
*» - related to public drunkenness- and drunken; |i - 'two dlcohol-related offenses--public drunken-
driving.  Relatively few of the nght dni hk.r< « _nesslland driying while _intoxicated--were
reported theso acts, whereas among the «not Tnly the st commonly reported offenses
.. * \
+ B 4 . /( ‘l .
, X ” ‘
< 7 » fable 8.4. Self-Reported Criminal Acls by Age (Poroentages)
_ ) - |
Aet.Reéortod as Ogcurring: - {Bedfonge 18 After 18 Before and After 18
. . . R '\ . B r..
. . ‘..\ . ] I o~ L, - ] | B
1. Public intoxication. R A } 66 - 30
e ) ’ i L . Co . i ' .
2. Driving while intoxicated. 2 73 .25
. . - l - - . A
3. Auto theft.- . (o7 . 25 o 8
° 4. Breaking ang entering. 60 |- " h28" R .13 v
5. Armed robbery. 11 . 66 S 23
o ¢ - P e
6.‘Shoplifting. 71 in . 10 i 19
- T ' ’ : 7 ° . .
7. 'Stealing (face-to-face). 43 36 22 R
8. Illegal ;A@bung. ‘ 19 e oo i)
9. Bad checks. 22 L 75 3 . :
e s / ) . )
W . 10TKorged prescriptions. 3 92 o C .5
@
’ b . : v .
. B 8‘1 i) ’
" \' ) . .
. / | P
. . ! Yy
- v 1 . BRIV P
O
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but were also most likely “to be reported as
<occurf1ng ‘both before and after" the age o
" The median age at which the men in four a
groups ' (20-21, 22-24,725-27, 28-
they had first committed the
criminal acts was examined. TFor some of the
offenses, median ages of 21, 22 and 23 weére
found . in the two older age groups, and this
suggested that it was 1nappropr1atc to base
comparisons of the age groups on all of
‘the selfsreported acts,_ as. th® men in the !
Xyoungest dge group were-lo 20 or 2ty ar&
Qld.,

30) .indicated
self-reported

In other words, théin riod of posure
» Tto the r}sk of: criminality wds¥cons grqblf
+less than. was the case for th Rlder men’ © o

Therefore, the medlan age: was ‘calculated
.onLyefor those apts reportad‘thr, gh tbe
age. of. 20, as shown in Table'8.5. These

’ qulans are’ remarkably similar across the .,

foutsage ‘categories., Wit} two: ewceptlcns,

thf fluctuationé beeweep adJacent categories
are only one year; mer meortantLyg there -
“is nok%:parent trend for any'offens : Thus, -

for th alcoholqrglatedroffenbes is the . - -
median Rgey rega?dless of year of -birth, #if
~ong excludescactc that take, plac after the”
age 0f.20. . Because’ the medians a )

§imilag" across\the age group%n it is appro—

Jpriate 6 ‘note thaty, overall, forZfive of 2

. the ten acts ‘tho!'median is 18, The exception? .
“are:- shopllftlng, 123 ;Fobbery, 15; auto i
theft,*16; breaklng and ehtcrlng, 16; an

prescrlptlon jorgery, 19 . T‘

The percentage who admltted cdch. 6? the
gelf-reported offenses was also examined’

within the age categories, . When all of the

~ reported offenses were considered, there ;

" was’ little difference for armed.robbéry and
robbery, but for the two alcohol-related

: offenses, lower percentages “of thé younger .

- men reported these.acts. The older meh were »

-more\llkely tohﬁhﬁort that they had run ’ E

”-numbers or had ob inVolving illegai“

gambL&ng The younger men were somewhat more

11ke1y to«report the other offcnses

To equallze the\perlod f rlsk the percentages,

“were again calculated ¢§1y for the, acts

reported. througl’ the dgt of 20- (Table 8.6).

For. tHe two alcohol- -rglated .offenses the '
ercentages 1ncreased froh the oldest to "the
oungest age . groups, vhen all of the acts )

were examined, tHe trend, as.in the OpL 0si g .

fdirection. By ‘the age- of 0 h;gher proportipns

'of the younger than of thp 01der<respondcnts
reported pubrfs\grunkenness and.driving” wh11e
intoxicated. For beth of these offenged- there
was a dlfferencc of 19 percentage points ]
between.the oldest and youngest mén. With -
one exception, the percentage diffgronces

were smaller for the other acts, but the
percentages werg/hon31stent1y hlgher for Lhe :
Qh

35&3
..\% g:c
o ¢

.
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v
\
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i
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Lo Thcrefore,}
a

1

". alcohol was almost exactly what _one would

'd

»

5
Lo

youngest men. Armed robbery was -exceptional
in that [ percent of. the men each age
category reported commission of that.offense
by the age of 2Q. While the earlier ana1y51s
of median ages rdweal
"among the age groups, the younger men,were
more likely to .reporg thaf‘they had commltted
each of the ac!s, other than afmed robbery,',
by the time. they were 20 years of age "(Table
'8.6).. .

s . i
L . !

zges for the two older age groups
ﬁQre qu1te similar, as wgre the
for the Lwo youhgésb»age groyps. °
he data forethe oldest. gkoups
(ages- 25 30) p: e combmhed to predict the
inc1dence of\the ‘self—reported cr1m1na1
‘actsy that., wo d e béén observed among
the\young r en--(ages 20-24)- if they had béen”
ed in hese actssto the same ‘extent’ as®

. The percen
‘ln Table " 8
X
ilgure

?fgz der 5po dents,.. As 4n the previous
ana1y51s, he .acts reported through the
age of 2Q were used 1 ¢ o

. N ! ) oo

] .
In Table 8.7 the actual and predlcted numbcrs
of the self- feported acks’ are shown- ‘any, for
.the younger men,. 'the ratio of the attual to -

B the_predlcted number in which the " ase. is 10D
-. In ot¥er words, i1f the aptual and redlcted 2
- nu@bers were fhe same, tha ratio -wduld ‘be_ 10

-¢ For the first .seven acts, the actual number
" reported.by the younger mén was 2@0 40,
percent h;gher than the number predicted on
the bakis of the older resp den ! reported
. crimjnality. ,For the elghtgrand 1nthzaets,
. runn1n§ numbers and'check f , the
number ‘was double that expécte and f
prescrlptLon forgery it was aliggtwfiyeftipes
. greater._ . o ’ ' cF
Comparable flgures for use of c1garettes,
algohol, ‘marihuana”and o ‘ofher drugs ar® a159~1
-shown in Table ‘8.7 \:The numbér of cigarette

1 Il FE,‘
smokers among thée” younger men was smalder
than expected, .ﬁhgle the numbér of users. of,

.

‘ -
. 0 -

1

« .- . .
¢ M -

.

preﬂlct on the basis’of .the older men's
bcthlor. However,. for maﬂlhuaha and other
‘dmugs, there have been dramath 1ncreases.
There werq¥twice as many young users of the
'other drugs and almost. three ‘times as many .
young marihuana users as one would expect

. on the basis of the experience “of the’older
“men. » These percentage increases are not -the .
result"of a difference.in the number of
younger and older men as this differénce.
was controlled jin maklng the calquatlons
prcsenLed in Table 8.7. ] sl

-
1

- -

However 4t is a. fact- that the younger groups

" are numerrcally larger. Taken in con junction

. w1t§f@hat fact these "data. suggest/that there.
hax been a ”real” increase in drug use and .in

v crime. In other words, the 1ncrease reported

=

no salient (differences .

'

-

¢

‘

T

-
~ .

.T ook

N
-\

‘. £
¢ F
S, et ©

~

Lt » .
T T,
. e
B e,
- . .
e

;;>i.;}"
O@c tual - l" !

L



\ . .
. ',‘b'
(

) []

.y - Crininal Act’

'YEAR. QEBIRTH*', T

-9 S50 g 57

(537)

o i
..

. . e L. 4

2, Driving vhile intoxicated. y.- 1004

' PR

3. Auo the.jft 'I;_
0 [,'

L T

‘o 1‘ < b '.
. . ,‘l Y ' ‘ s
5 ﬂmed@dbbery Loy { . \ 25

I

6 ‘Sh.opl'iff:ilng. s 1059

D . ./ ' o . -. ‘ ‘ , .." . f\‘}*
’ I’L“ " . 1-4{ ‘;"u-'\,. B K

7. Stea‘lmg (face ~to- fag o w0 Bl

8. Illegal g blmg. oo
R ?“ '

9, Bad checks, .o .

*
.
. v - .
# . R wef

LA

10, Forged préscriptions. -
. L ! K . .

o EEE R N S

e .
¥

v e ] )

e
| AR e
»

) ) / . ) v ‘-'\.
1. «Public intoxicé’.on. . 1393 -

A '
, o s . N !
. B b . .

IO Q \» . R A
h ’ "‘- ) X v
4 Break ng and entermg » IR 292- -

TR I

.(592)‘ﬁ (740

- e -

. 5 o '5_.," "

*Based on ‘less than ten cases, °

.ﬂ Q

P




. Inktial Occurrence of Sélf Reported~0r1m1na1 Acts Thpough Age 20 byaAge Groups (Percen-‘
tages) e LY o v '
H . . . ! “oo

i T N : ! . e - N
T 5 7 .

2% R } : I YEAR OF BIRTH =+, K
ﬁvffﬂ Criminal Aet -~ /-~ "Total " Before 1947 - 1947-49 -1930-52 - After- 1952,

e T ) @) L (A (s2) T () L (53D)

AR N | e N T
. L.-Public intoxication,” L1893 55w AT ;j;hs DR E N T R
24 Driving while'infoxicdted, - 1094 43 v 36 36" 45 v oss o
”: | | 'f': ‘v‘ vf. - ' ] . . < o | ‘ .' - ' i
3ohwto thefe. T 1% 5 o wr s 4 g g

b Breaking and entering. . 292 . 12 v, 10 .10 12 1§ *

Amed robbery. - . /o251 e T 1 A T,

. . . . X . . P
A . . Coe ) ‘ Y i N J
R Lo, ' . ) . ) ‘ ) ' - . oA

C -
- e

6. Shoplifting. 1059 4. fa . w0 a6 4

} '_' .,V‘ ‘ . : . ) ) ' ’ '_ ’ . ' :
‘7. Stealing (face-to-face)., - . 61 2 _2-, 2 3 3

8. Tllegal ganbling, - 42, 2 - . L 1 27 . g
'9, Bad checks, = L FEEY) v h.‘Z"“f‘w\_ 1 R A
‘:l o . ,' : " - h ‘) . i | ‘.I L ] D : i ‘ :

‘ e N - * " /| . t_ .
10, Forged prescriptions. . °~ ' -:16 1 ' 0 LA T T
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/ such as assault ahomxc1de_an forcible .- ' descrlbed . . e
Do N Z S , o . ) [P
L . A :
. 'Tabie’8.7. Actual and Predlcted Inc1dence of Crlmlnal Acts and Drug Use by AgeSZO and .
N : RatLo of Actual to Predlcted Nuaber R N . . ..
. . 4 Jo ) 4
P T ' @.OF BIRTH. . . R
e ) : 1944-49 | . » 1950 54 - - Ratio of
- S3f-Reported et n =1233 " n = 1277. R Actual to
a e T T " Actual © . Actual  Predicted ' Predicted
s ) Percentage Number ~ Percentage Number Number ° . Number -
= T N - 0 3 . T - =
) ie i ' A
,' Tt - o i o . . . -~
1 49 : 609 6L+ . 784 631, 124 .
2 L Y A Y 630 460 137
3 ) L5 .58 6 - 76.¢ 160 127 L
LR P . To 120 1% 172 126 139
. ) .A\\\ R - . DL o ' o
S 1 1 1 14 11 o7
: - . ' 8 C i .‘_ )
-7 e ,, @ 474 46 " 585 492 \ 119
. : LN Lo . ] o .
" ) 7 . 2 25 3 36 26 138
- 5 - L 15 2 .. 28 14 ~ 200 |
2 . — A ; . - - .. . \
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. men did not appear, to differ from thelr L
“older. ‘counterparts in.terms of when-they o

‘more young’me

e ._ " ! ¢ .

in recent yeéars oR the basis of official
crtme statistics is not solely a product of -
improved records systems. While the younger

bécame involved in criminal acgts, .there were , .

them were invdlved Ain crifminal actsps inscfar
as oné can’ judge from the'‘availdble - data, On.
the other hand, the limitations of these data

\w1th reference to the natlon s crime rate

‘these acts ‘'was not ascertained,

must be recognized. Spec1f1cally, infomation
on only ten offenses is. gvailable, and the’
frequehcy with which .the respondents conmitted
Nor was. the
occurrence of other common f rms of crime-

due to the '‘baby.boom' in AR
U phe early’ 19505, and a higher proportlon of ¢

'a causal relationship."

rape assessed.

Furthen, other tYpes of -u
crime such aks. occupatlonhl, cor
efganized crlme weére 1gnored

Qprate and ’

Y

It has ‘been shown that use of markhuana and
oﬂher drugs- and cértaln kinds of, crlmlnal
activity werf more prevalent among the

_younger men, ‘but a caveat .is in-drder.

It

‘is essential to note that ‘while “the data
presented thus$far show & statlstlcal assoc-
1at10ﬁ bétween criminal actlvrgy ‘and drug
‘use, no effort has been made to establish. -

Prel%mlnary effbrts

to unravel’ the ciusal linkage, 4f? any,
betweqp crime.and drugc will be deferred
until -after the respondcnts"contacts with
the criminal Justlce system have been - -
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Contacts With the Crimindl Justice System - Overall, 8 percent of the men indicated that -’

R - e ‘ they had been arrested for drunken driving,
Tabulations, which are not presented, show but again there was a relation with age.
that 66 percent of the men indicated that ° Ten percent of the men in .the 'three oldest
they had been given a ticket or arrested cohorts reported such arrests in comparison
for a. traffid‘v1olat10n,-parklnb tickets . - with 5 percent of the youngest men. By the
were excluded by the phrdblng of the Re time the younger men reach their late 20s’
question, The llkcléhood of recetving a o presumably more of them will have been arrested *
citation “for a traffic violation is ) - ‘for driving while intoxicated. There are
undoubtedly related to thé manner in which .also sizable cthnic differences: for this .

one drives, but it -is also related to how’ . offense; arrests were reported by 8 perceiit
much one drives and how long one has «driven. .of the whites, 5 percent of the. blacks and
“Fnthe saniple 55 percent of the men in the ’ 18 percent of those classified ‘as Other.
three youngest a"L‘LOhOELb reporged traffic In terms of the-level of education completed
arrests, while 71 percent of ChC,TLSpOndLan by the respondent there were few differences

- in chc»chrcc olddst cohorts had beech in traffic arrests, but for arrests for
arrested for traffic violations. There = drivingswhile. 1ntoxlcated‘ there was a strong
was also a sizabl¥™difference iq terms of - inverse Lclﬂllonsh]p‘WLLh the respondents' *
cthnicity; 69 percent of the whites and : education, The percentages who reported

59 pcrLLnD”Uf the menTclassified hs Other o such arrests by educational level were:
reported trqfflc citations in Luqudff less than high school, 16 percent; high scliool

13

withi. only 46 percent of the bidck

sradudte, 9 percent; somge- collcbc 6 percent;
rcspondanb. :

N and coll;bg bradudtg, 2" percent.

Table 8.8. MNumbet of Respondents by Extent uf Hdrxhuand Usc and ‘Age Group%
: LLhnLLlLV and Education - - T

.

.MARIHUANA USE

- S Total - No Usc Experimental Light Medium Heavy
. - (2510)  (1128) C(423) (231 (227)  (501)
AGE GROUP _ o ., L o : '
chr of Birth . . a
194446 541 328 97 52 T23 w1
1947-49 - : 692 320 Cos 74 s T o9
1950-52 - " 740 267 119 Yo 99 193
v 1953-54 - 537 cu s 4 51 14g
;20 N ‘. .
BTINICITY | o - T ‘_ .

White , _— 2109 970 357 193 - 178 405
Black o 303 [y L 2(; .38 80
Other . L04 51 YA 9 11 16

C oy A .
RES PONDENTS ' o
'EDUCATTON |

’ Less Than High School . ;Oﬁ' . 189 .63 - 26 37 . 79
High Schooikcrndnnto ' 933 ws 58 L w2 87 178
Some College 713 '>;8L s 76. 60 181 .
Collogc'uguduatc - 470, 230 . 87 - 47“ ' ,43 ' 63
SIS : "
X 10g
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The likelihood of arrest for driving while
intoxicated is related to car ownership;

9 percent of the men who owned cars reported ,
such arrests in comparison with 3 percent of
ho did not own cars. Car ownership

lsc related to age and cthnicity. The
p¢rcentages of car owners by age were:

82 percent; 22-24, 91 perceﬁE 25-27,
ercent; and 28-30, 96 percent. Similarly,
ccent f the whites; 90 percent of those
classi 1ed as Other “and 73 percént of the
bldcks owned cars. Part of the explanation -
for the differences in arrests for driwing
while 1nLox1cated lnvolves aceess to an
automoblle ‘

When the respondents are classified in terms
of the measure of extent of marilmana use P
and by age groups, cthnicity and level of
education, there are relatively fcw.mcn hy

some of the .cells, as may be seen in Table 8.8
For example, there are only 26 men who did

not complete high school who are classified

as light users of marihuana. The numbers in -
Table 8.8 serve as the bases for the percen-
tages in Tables 8.9 through 8.12. -

Ochall

" that thcy had been arrested for an offense.

1nvolv1ng something other than a thaffic
violation. As may be seen in Table 8.9, there
were only minimal differences among the age
groups while members of minority groups were
more likely to réport arrests for criminal
offenses. 1In contrast with age, arrest is _
strongly associated with the amount of
educatien a man has completed--three times

~as many men who did not complete high school

 1/

were arrcstcd.tpan was the case for college
graduates. Although not shown in tabular
’ N .

‘Table 8.9. Nontraffic Arrests’ by Echnt of Marlhuand Use and Age Gipups Eﬁhniéity,
" and Education (Pcrccntagcs) T ‘ o
» NARANUANA USE
. : Total No Us¢ Experimental Light Medium  Heavy
. (n) (2510)  (1128) (423) (231) (227)  (501)
AGE_GROUP : o
. Year of Birth: o -
194%-46 ©o5al 29 )g; 21 31 39 57 61
1947-49 692 29 C 18 30 31 48 47
» 1950-52 - C 740 34 ‘15 29 34 49 53
L } ‘
‘;'195%-54 537 33 15 26 26 43 62
. A} I3
ETHNICITY !

- White 2103 30 17 30 32 &5 54
Black 303 39 24 29 38 .58 56
Other’ 104 35 22 18 33 73, 69

- ) ’ :
RES PONDENTS' -
. EDUCATION :
Less *fhan ligh School — 394 53 36 51 65 65 g6 ‘
High School Graduate 933 32 16 30 38 53 58
Some Collepe 713 28 L5 26 26 42 s
College Graduate 470 17 10 16 L5 35 35

*For numbers Ln cach cell see Table 8.8.

.

90

Lip )

31 pegcent of the rcspondeﬂts indicated
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" related to marihuana use- (Table 8.9).
T are some flUCLuatlonH and minor chcrsals

{

form, a slightly higher pqrccntﬁge of the
men who grew up in cities of 100,000 or more
were arrested --than those who resided in
smaller places. Further, arrest is strongly
There

but there fis, ncvertheless a definite Lrgnd
from "the nonusers to the heavy users in the”
percentages of men who were ever arrested.
Within .each’age group, ethnic category and
educatlonal level many .more heavy users than
nonusers reported  an'arrest for a criminal

.offense,

-finght percent. of the men appeared in juvenile

court. A larger proportion of the youngest
men were referred to juvenile court, but
the' differences among the age 5r0ups were
not as ‘great as the differencés in terms of

n

'Tablc 8.10:

“extent of marihuana use (Table 8.10).

L

The
percentages of blacks and whites who appeared
in. juvenile court were almost identical,
and again extent of marihuana use was
associated with such an experience.

The differences according to the respondents'
education are dramatic. Few of the men. who
eventually graduated from college dppeared

in juvenile court, regardless of the extent

to ‘which they used marihuana. For those who
dropped out of high school and used marihuana,

" at least one-fifth appeared in juvenile court,

as did two-fifths of the dropouts who were
heavy marihuana users. Because it has not

as yet beén determined how many of these men
used marihuana. as juveniles, one cannot, on
«the basis of &hese data, infer that appearance

in juvenile court was a reéulp of marihuana .use.

Juvenile Court AppcaLJncL by Extent of Warlhuana Use and Age Groups,

Ethnicity, and Education (Percentaﬁc5) .
- e . o R ) [
= " . " MARAHUANA USE ] .
S \\.Fj// “. Total No Use Experimcntal Light  tedium Heavy , -
e _(n)  (2510) (1128) (423) (231)  (227)  (501)
AGE GROUP A ;
* Year o£'Birph: R ~ .
1944-46 541 6 4. 7 10 9 15
1947-49 692 s 4 AR Y, o1 12 )
1950-52 - J40 s 4 7 6 9 16
1953-54 . 537 11 4 9 9 20 20 )
: \
ETHNICITY _
Whi Ce 2103 s 4 3 8 12 16
Black 303 '9 3 .ﬁa 14 11 16°
Other L04 13 10 12 R T ¥ 19
- : i » Y‘v'
RESPONDENTS' v
EDUCAT LON :
Less Than High School 394 2 12 20 23 27 43
ligh School Graduate 933 8 -4 7 %1 11 13 ‘
Sonme College 713 - 5 2 5 4 8 11 ©
+ Collepe Graduate 470 2 s 2 4 5 3,
! _ ) )
Y“por numbers in cach.cell see Table 8.8, . l ' l
*Less than half of one percent.
A . )

v
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_ .
There is also a relation between the size of
Lhe city in which the respondents | lived

most of the time as juveniles and. appearance
. . o

in JUVCHLIC court; 13 percent of the men who
lived in cities of 500,000 or moré went to

* juvenile court in comparison with 6° percent

of the residents of rural areas.

Only 2 percent of the rébﬁondcnts were sent

to a juvenile correctional facility, .and .
detailed analysis of these men is not warranted.
It may be noted: that commitment was directly
reclated to city size. 1Two percent of the
whites, 4 percent of the -blacks and 7 pcrecent
of the Otherb were committed. In terms of
the respondent's level of education, 9 percent
of those who did not complete high school

had experience in’ 4 juvenile’ facility. In
contrast, 2 percent of the high school
graduates 1 percent *of those who-attended

>

_Tdélvé percent of the men indicated that

>

R Lo, . o o L. .
(}qserqu.tlme in an institution for juveniles.
=l N . .

they had been convicted of a crime (Table l.b
8.11). Theg, age groups did not differ in i
ternis of convictions even though the period:
of risk was greater for the older respondents,
but there weﬁe differences between whltEs

(11 perccnt) and blacks (17 percent) and .
Others” (19 percent). «The extént of. marihuana
use was related to ‘convictions--at least
one-fifth of the heavy users, regardless of

age or ethnic background, were convicted ‘of

a criminal offense. Again, the respondent's
education was a varlablc that had an indez
pendent effect on convictions; 27 percent

of the high school dropouts and only 4

percent of the collqge graduates were conv1cted
Regardless of marihuana use, those who
graduated from liigh school, the meq,who'

.

Sceollege; and none of the collebe bradudte% .'eventually atLended Lollege and partlcularly
lablo 8.1l. Crime Conviction by Extint” of Marihuana Use and Agp Groups, Ethnicity;d
‘and Education (Percentages)® : )
r MARIHUANA USE. .
Total’ No Use Experimental Light Medium Heavy .
_ () (2510) (1128) (423) (231) (227)  (Sely-
AGE_GROUP : o R .
Yéar of Birth: '
1944-46 - 541 13 S 14 20 . 35 32
1947-49 692 11 '”‘ 6 9 12 20 25 .
1950-52 wfgo 12 5 11 13 s 20 7
T 10s3o54 537 13 6 9 5 22 22
ETHNICITY( |
o Wi -12103 11 5 11 12 15 2
- lﬁlack 303 17 9 12 :-3~ 21 . 29 24
L O;hOL 106 19 12 0 22 64 31
‘,‘i; . R
" Resronpins' o ‘
EDUCAT ION ,
Léss Than ﬁi&h Sehool- 394 27 16 24 35 4 47
tigh School Graduate © 933 11 oy 11 16 18 24
Some College 713 10 \ 5 8 9 20 16
College -Graduate ‘470 # ' 3 5 A 5 10

p.

“For numbers

.«

in cach cell gece Table 8.8’




o R (\ o
those who gradﬁated from college appeared to
be  insulated. from conviction in comparison
with,the high school dropouts. 1In terms of
city size there was a relationship with
conviction; the percentage convicted ranged
from 10 percent dmoﬁg the rural residents to

.servéd //

.

-

marihuana users, at ledst one-fifth
a prison sentence. In terms of the respondent
ducation, it was apparent that few of the
men who attended cellege or gfaduated from
college served prison terms; in fact, only
two men who served a prison term graduated

's

« -
=

@ 15 ﬁerceut for the,men who grew up in cities from college--one did not use marihuana, and
" ofsone mllllon or more. ' ' the other man appears #n the column for llght
] marihuana. users. There is also a linear
Agaln, the men in the four age groups did relationship with city size; 4 percent of -
not differ in whether or not they served a the rural residents and 11 percent of those
prison sentence (Table 8.12). Blacks and «~ .who as juveniles resided in cities of one
Others were more. 1lkLly than whltes to serve C‘mllllon or more served prison sentences.
a prison sentence. Only 4 percent of the . : : ! o
whites served time, whereas 14 percent of In the preceding description of the respondents'
the blacks and 13 percent of the Others contacts with the criminal justice system,
served a prison séntence. Further, marlhuana rangingffarom nontraffic arrests to juvenile
use interacts with race, and among the minor-" court appearances, Juvenlle correct10na1
ity~-group members who wexe moderate or heavy . commltments, crime conv1ct10ns and serv1ng
. t
-
Table 8.12. Sentence Served by Fxtent of Marihuana Use and Age Groups, EthnltlLy
and Education (Percentages)“ B
o - .. , ‘ MJRIHUANA USE - K A
' ¢ Total No Use Experimental Light' Medium  Heavy
' “(n) (2510) (1128) (423) M (231) (227) (501)
AGE GROUP ~ : | -
e ' . :
Year of Binth: -
1944-46 541 6 3 6 - 8 17 + 17 7
47-49 . 692 - 6 3 4 7 150 11
19 ‘ ) A o
1950-52 740 4 2 3 3 5 8
' 1953-54 -} 537 6 3 2 2 10 13-
ETINICITY
~White 2103 4. 2 3 " 3 4 9
‘ J
Black 303 14 7 8 17 24 20
Other 104 13 b 0 11 55 25
a 29
N " RESPONDENTS' :
~ EDUCATION x ,
Less Than High School 394 18 11 10 23 32 34
High Schiool Graduate 933 5 1 5. 5 7 12 b
Some' College 713 2 ) 1 2 1 v 7 4
.. College Craduate i 470 el % -~ 0 2 " 0 0
w . : ) .
., : -
§$0r numbers in each cell see Table 8.8. .
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ccurrence of the ten self-reborted

the initia
“criminal actgy

prison sentences, the temporal
_events and use of alcohol, mari
. other dEugs has been' ignored.

of_thesF data, ‘one cannot infe
drug use leads to contacts wit
« Jjustice system or that involve
enforcement agencies 1 creases

of drug use.

n the basis
either that
the criminal
ent with law-
the llkell ood

older age, and a definite pattern emerged
Among the men who admitted publixg, drunkenness,
driving while intoxicated, auto t eft,

breaking and entering or robbery as well as
use o'f marihuana one pattern was evident.

Most of the men who used marihuana by thevage -
“of 16 reported that they committed. the ' *
sriminal act for the first time in &’ year
“ater than the one .in which they first used
marihuana; in contrast for the men who first
used marihugna at the age off l7 ar’at an

older age, most of them had [committed the
"eriminal act before they.us d tarihuana;

For example, of those reporking both mari-
huana use and,auto theft, 78 percent ‘of the
men who used marihuana by the age of 16

.stole a car in a year subsequent to the one, '
in whlch they used the drug, but of those

[

As notid in Table 8.1, thgre is.a statistical
assoc1at10nvbetween involdement in the ten

+ - self-reported criminal acty add use of

IS marihuana and other drugs. \To establish a.
causal| relationship it is negessary to show v
not onlly that there is a statdstical assod- .

L 1aL102F ‘but also that’ the presumed cause r

o odcur' d before its effect, and thatsthe

+ relatiqnship -is mnot- spurious’ (leschl and”
Selvin, 1973) - There: are at- least three
_COﬂfllCtlné hypotheses as well as some support

_for 'each of them in' the drug literature:
(1) drug use leads to crlme, (7) 1nvolvement '
-. in crime leads to drug use; and (3) Both .
crime and drug use are,the resuf%s of some = -
cother factor(s). thclc atténtlon has’ been who used .marihuana at the age of 17 or 1ater,
directed toward the third hypothe51s. } 89 percént had -already stolen a car. Thus,

. < * for five of the ten self—reported criminal
It may, be rocalled that ‘the median age”of : atts, the temporal ordering of marihuana use.

. first use of mafiHuana and other drugs was - and the crlmlnal act ,appears’ to be a function
lower among the youngdr cohorts, and the ) - . of the age at whlch marihuana. 1smf1rst ‘used.
incidence of-drug use was higher among these . ¢ .
younger men. The median age for the sekf-- » For armed robbery, running numbers and check
reported criminal acts reported by the age forgery, the same pattern was’ féund for: the
of 20 has remained almost constant, but men who used marihuana by'-he age of 16; .
there has been an increased 1nc1dence~ofxthese,‘ ' however, for those who began use. &t a later !
acts among the younger cohorts. Consequently, “‘age, 30 o 70, percent reported that. they
it is important to é\amlne the variable. of . first committed the cr1m1na1 act in the same
age in considering tho possibility of a causal year or 'in a -year'subsequént:to: theﬂone in
relation between drug use and criminal vhich they initially jused marihuana. For
behaV1or,7regardless of the‘kausal direction these three offensesx‘then, there is some
that is postulated evidence that use of marl?ﬂané precedes the

i ) i cr1m1na1 act; however, relatively few men
‘Threé actsfrshoplifting, auto “theft and (l to 3 percent) aﬂmytted these criminal
‘prescription forgery--were selected because acts. \
they differed in the median age at which the ;
respondents indicated they first committed Among those “who aémltted shopllftlng and vke
them. To reiterate, the medians . for these .0f marihuana, 66 percent of those who used
offenses are: shopllftlng, 12; auto theft, marihuana by the age of lé'had shoplifted in
16; and prescription forgery, 19. For these an earlier year, and 21 percent stated that
offenses . -separate analyses were conducted they had shopllfted fdr thé first time in a

\

¢

Fl

i

for four age groups (20-21, 22-24, 25-27, 28-
30). For cach of these offenses, slmllar
patterns were observed within the age cate-
gories in the temporal order of the criminal
act and use of marihuana. Consequently,
differences among' the cohorts may be ignored
in subsequent analyses of the temporal order
of criminal acts and drug use. .

§

" While age, defined in tetrms of cohort differ-

Q
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ences, may be ignored,
age is not an important variable. 1In,the .
initial analyses of the relation between the
year in which marihuana was first used and

sthis does not mean’ that

94

year subsequent to ‘their‘initial usge of
marihuatia. , Among those who had first: used
marihuana when they were 17 or older, .92 °
percent had already shoplifted., Because the
median age for shoplifting was 12, this
offense usually preceded marlhuana use,
regardless of the age at which marihuana use
first occurred.

Prescription forgery is a drug-related .
offense, but only 37 of the men reported it.
Of these, 'one gid not'give complete time
data, and 5 did not"use marihuana. Ofesthe
remaining-Bl, 27 (87 percent) used marihuana

114 ,
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before they first forged a’. pnescrlptlon, one use and criminal activity, the ;LSWers to’ :
man,. forged a prescrlptlon before using " .one question shed some light on the extent of
marihuana and 3 men reported b%th events as ‘ legal difficultiés the men experienced as a
occyrring in the same year. For ‘this offense, result of their use of- drugs. Each respon ll
tRe data ‘'support the marihuana-crime se_quence, 'was given a carﬁ on which the drugs he sai )
‘alkhough it must .again be emphasized'that . he had used weré& cireled,  and the followlgg
thig is @ relatively rare offense. : questlon was asked: "Except for tobacco,bdld
’ C : i L . your use of any of the drugs circled on, your -
With the exceptions of shoplifting, prescrip- list cause you to have problems with the’ law?"’
tion violationsand, in part~\three of the v+ In subsequent analyses the responses in'terms.
other offenses’, among the men.who used of ‘the first year drugs caused problems with B
mar;huana early and reported a criminal ~ the law will be used 'in conjuhction with the v\\\‘“
offense, marihuana use generally preceded . dating of contacts with the cr1m1na1_Just1ce
the first occurrence of the criminal act-- , System. As a'preliminary step in this .
evidegte that drug use precedes crimes . dlrectlon ghe data in Table 8.13 show the \
Howevegr, ‘for those who first used marihuana ~~ \ responses to this question’ in relation to {
at a later ‘age, mgst of the bther offenses criminal Justlce contacts. Obviously, some’
had already occurred ﬁor‘the first time-- of these tordftacts were not drug related, but
evidence ghat cerlnAl attivity precedes the Cit is apparent that at each step there is a
use'of'mé21huana “As the direction of the relationship. Of the 204 men who said they
relation is cbatingent on the age of first had been arrested for driving while intoxi-
¢+ marihuana use, there is dLmost equal support cated, 8l percent said they had had legal
for both p0851ble temporal orderlngs : problems due to.their-use of drugs. If the *~
. : respondents usage 0f the term drugs included
ThiS'preliminaty examination‘of the .data : alcohol, presumably this figure would be C e
suggests - that neither: the hypothes1s that 100 .percent; and the discrepancy undoubtedly -
drug use leads to criminal ,activity norwthe - reflects the fact that some Amerlca\s do not .
‘one that cr1m1nal behavior leads to drug . v1ew alcohol as a drug. -
' use is unambiguously supported While ' ' .
b additional analysls is requlred t is also Among those’who were arrested, slightly more s
essential to. test whether a presu ably caysal. than one-half saw drugs as having caused them.
‘relationship is- spurious. To i¥5 end three- - legal difficulties. ¥For those who appeared
test  variables that were tempbrally prior to in jdvenile court, served time in a juvenile
‘the first occurrance of either marihuana ° “correctional facility, weré convicted of a
use or involvement 1n criminal activity were crime or served a prison term, at least two-
.introduced. The test varlables were size thirds-attributed some of their legal
of city of residence to age 18, mother s - difficulties to drugs. Among those who did
education and father's educatlon. _ - " not have such contacts with-the criminal ¢
N : . ' ' . . Justice system, positive responses were
In this.analysis the two alcohol-related : consmderably less- common, and. the percentage
. offenses were combined, and 'shoplifting differences were consisfently around 45 to 50
* -was- distinguished from the other self-reported * points. Nine percent of the men who wvere
criminal ‘acts. The test variables were then ' never arrested indicated that they-had had
used as controls in the relationships | - legal difficulties due to drugs.
between marihuana use and (1) .the alcohpl- R
related offenses, (2) shoplifting and (3) ‘Although not shown in tabuldr form, it may
the other self-reported acts. Because none be noted that 580 of the respondents indicated.
of the partial relations were substantially that they had had legal difficulties as a
lower than the original relationms, this ) : consequence of their drug use. '0f these men,
analysls did not. provide any evidence that . 75 percent had been arrested, and 36 percent
the original relations were spurious. To had been convicted «of a crime. The comparable
a limited extent, the relations are condi- percentages for those who dld not report legal
tional on-city size, father's education - difficulties:due to dm¢g use . were 18 .and 5
.. and mother's education. The linkage between pércent, respectively, \for arrest and convic- ‘:{
¢ the alcohol-telated offénses and marihuana . tion.” Obviously, these\low percentages. wete,

»

" in part, due to the fact hat some of.these ¥
men did not use drugs or used t¥fem only to a

use is somewhat® lower for the men who resided
;v in cities of 500,000 or more, whereas for

the other self-reported offenses, excluding 11m1ted extent.

shoplifting, the relation with marihuana use. -

is stronger among the men who lived in such . AlsQ shown in Table 8.13 are the self-reported
large cities as juveniles. ~ Fah criminal Wcts and three drug offenses in-

P . . . relation to contdcts withwthe criminal justice
gr Whi'le further analysis is requi'red to assess 'systefi. As in the fHrevious analysis, the two
the causal relation,'if any, between drug alcohol-related pffenses are combrined, and

. . . "

‘ . . 95 * .
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Table 8 13 “Law Problems Due to Drugs, Self- chorted Crlmlnal Acts and Dru
\Justlce Syste (PercenLages) '

I

s
' d

R

cd

A

g Offenses by Cohcactﬁ With the Crinidal ™

| b P ¥
D:lg}ng.Whlle - Juveni e Juvenile . Crl Pr1 o
Intoxicated Arrested , |
5 : 3 Commltment Conv1 th Sentence :
Arrest . , Appearance .
~ Yes N Ygs e o . Yes “No - Yes Yes Yes NOW
_A206) (2306)  (78Ky - (1F24) (205)  (2305) © (59) (2451) (303 22,07) (135) (23_75)
. . o r ~
LAY PROBLES A
Lav Problems S R T T R | o0 2
Due to Drugs - ‘ T h | -. 'l -
SELF-REPORTS ) g
Pblic Tntoxication 99 73 7. 69 8 . %' ‘g w8 n B 74
or Driving While ' ~ o ' . : R -
Intoxicated ) - | ’
Shoplifting - 46 18 53 3¥oo% 37 38 55 37 Y54 1 3ej
Before Age 18 L ‘ p . 5 - |
Other S¢lf-Reported = - E
Criminal Acts d
Admi tted Ce -. . N N ‘
None 66 - 81 60 89 ¥ 8k 22 81\ 47, 85 33 83
e , 2 3. 0 9 - 29 12 % 14 260 12, 26 . 13
~ Two or More I A Y 203 ek sk s 27 3 AR
RUG_OFFENSES G
ought Drugs 8 W0 6L B 6w Nt 4w w
T N : ‘ o R
tole Drugs R L I A T 92 1 2
old Drugs A1 %1 8w s 1 &1 41
— ' 7 " { i | v
0, ’ [, ‘; !
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‘_]uvom.ihbL
the othrer 5L1f-reported criminal acts..

.while intoh
of men wighin® each, type of criminal justice

_thq largest ' difference involves tho‘perton~'

§‘
thpletlnb is dlstlngu1shed from
AS
might be expected,’ nearly all of theermen .who
reported an drrest fon driving while intoxi-
cated indicated that they had cither been
drunk ‘in public or had driven dn automobile
%Qt‘atcd. While the. percentages-
contact: ywho admit to-onc of the alcohol )
ofifenscs \re gonsistently higher than for ‘
‘those who ‘did not have a similar contact,
tages drresthd for driving while_ intoxicated.
For the:pther typcs\of contacts, there arc
differences.of 10 to 18 percentage points.

The patLG?E is slmllar for juvenilt shop-

lifting althouyh the percentage di fferences

. are somewhat- largep--those who report ecach

4

.a prison sentence

level or point of contact w;%g,gkg crj m1n11
justice system arec morc 1i é y- to admi t sthat

they had shopllited as jusgniles, .
- -
The men who appeared in juﬁcnilg;court, :

were commlttLd to a
institution,

juvenilc cogrectional

convicted of a crige or served
were considerdbly mosc T
likely to report one or morc of’ the"other

criminal .acts than those without such

<

expericences..  For example, 78 percent of

the men sent to .a juvenile institution\
reported one or more of these acts in'uomﬁhrim
son with 19 percent of those with no
commitgent as juveniles. «The LOmdedble
flgu%bs for those who did and did not secrve

a prison.sentence are 67 and 17, respectively.

For the three drug offenses, those who
reported any criminal justice contact were
more likely to.indicate they had bought,
stolen or.'sold drugs. Howcver, the acts

of buying and selling drugs were not confined
to men who have bceen arrested or incarcerated--
one- terd of those with no arrest and two-
flfthg ofy the men with no further offlclal
contact had bought drugs. Rolatlvoly few
men- had stolen drugs, but the ones who
reported 3uch thefts were more likely to
indicate each type of contact with the
criminal, justice system., Again®, the reader
is cautioned tlsat these data cannot be
interpreted fo mean that drug use caused or
led to thesg contacts with the criminal

7jusq§§b sysfem. ' .

~

»

.

* . 4
& - . '
-

In summary, theé data in this'chapté} show

that there is'a strong statlstlcal association 3&

Axbetween the extent of drug use, whether

ymeasured in terms of use of alcohol or
;marihuana, ang self- reportog criminal acts. g
Further, there is an equally strong ‘associa-
tion, between the extent of ‘marihuana use7and
'contacts with the' drimipal justice system.
Problems with the lawv due to drugs, the
self- neportod criminal acts, and.buying,
sclling and stealing drubs were reported more
frequently by.khe men who had each type of
contact with the crifiinal jusg fce’ system.

The assocfhtions among these %ariables are
complicated: by thein relations with other
variables, notably education, age, -ethnicity .°
and- the sizg of ghe city in which the )
respondents resided as juveniles. ‘Thee.. @
associaltions with age are_particularly
important in considering the pObSlblllLy of
a causal relation between drug use and
criminal behavior.

The preliminary analyse’s described in this e
chapter do not provide clear sUpport either
for the 'idea that drug usc leads to crime

or, that criminal activity leads to drug use.
Nlth ,the exc eptlon of prescription forgery "
and shopllf , there appears to be no \
con51stcnt'temporal relationbhip between

drug use and criminal activity on which an
argyment for a causal link can be developed.
Rat{er, the temporal order of marihuana usc’
and a numbér of the self-reported criminal
acts appears Lo be a funct&on of Lho-abe at
which marihuana is first used. - For several
of these offenses, among the men -who admitted
them "as well as use of marihuana, .those who
used marihuana by the age of 16.rcported that
they committed the criminal act for, the

first time in a year later than thejone-in
which they first used marihuanaj; iﬂlcontrast,
among the men who used marihuana at the® age
of 17 or older, most of them had comfiitted
the criminmal act before they used marihuana: *
While only preliminary analyses have been
‘conducted, the fact that-drug use sometimes
occurs first and at other times criminai
behavior precedes use indicates that if there
is a causal connection between drug useé and
criminal behavipr; it is not a simple one.

' __‘4%? \
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In this chapter attention is fogcused on. ‘
multiple drug use og,thc reported use of at*
least two. of the drug classes examlned in
this study.’ This is an initial report a
th questlon whethcr use of one drug-leads

r 'causes" use of another dfug is not:

addr sseJ but the data.can be used to

estaBlish .the temporaf‘order o

usage.

-

.One tactic used by previous researchers to
-study multiple drug use‘'is to examine all of
the possible comblnatlons of drug classes,

note how many cdses .are observed for each
bination and determine if some combinatidns
are observed morc frequcntly than would be
expected by chance., As an example, one. /
possibBle, pattern is that nonc &f the nine

drug classes were used.

It should be notqﬁ

that in this and later analyses “in this
chapter, quasi-medical usc of stlnmlants,/
sedatives and opiates was treated as no (ise
of the drugs. In addition, there are nine
different patterns in whlch one, and only
oné, drug class was used. If onc adds the
patterns in which two, threce or more of the

nine classes were ‘used,
- possible patterns is 512,

the total number of

Only 86 of the

512 pattetns actually emerged,
establlshed that it is not a matter of

B

This clédrly

chance which drugs are, found together in’
the drug histories of. the men intthe sample

Some 78 percent of the respondents were
included in the ten pure scale types of \
multiple.drug use that are shown in Table'|
9.1. By far the most prevalent pattern,

1nclud1ng 33 percent of - the respondents, \

involved use of.only alcohol and tobacco.

RIC

Another numerically prominent pattern involved
use of tobaeco, aleohol and marihuana; 22
percent of the .sample fitted this detcrn._
Only 2 percent of the men reported no use of

-

N

s

0

any,
drugls in all nihe categorles

cond tgctlc that has been used to study
iple drug 1nvolvement is to examine .

use of one drug in terms ' of reported use

‘fanother d

However,

before a detailed”

lysis’ of
is appro
tation.

ata in Table 9.2 is presentéd,
prlate to offer a general inter-
An examlnatlon of the pairs of

umns for each drug, in- which“users of
CIF drug are compared with nonusexs, confirms
that . use of any drug-is associated.with use

o]

all other drugs.

This can be illustrated

by examining the data for users and nonusers

tobacco and alcohol.  Most tobacco ushrs

#Have used alcohol but so ‘have most nonusers;

/

o this flndlng means little. Some 59 percent
f the tobacco.users report having used ;

marlhuana

in comparison with 27 percent of

i those who have never used tobacco

This -

Q

flndlng is 1nterest1ng from two:perspectives.
First, use of tobacco is correlated with
marlhuana use. Second approximately one-
fourth of those who have never used tobacco
report having used marjhuana, and almost’all

--0f them smoked marihuana.

Thus, use of

) tobacco is not a- necessary precursor of

marihuana use. 9

Two, points.should be mentioned about the
users and nonusers of alcohol.. Since
practically all of the respondents have used

alcohol,

the percentages for nonugers are

based-on a small number and are perhaps

unstable.
alcohol
drugs:

It is also evident that use of
is associated -with use of the other
57 percent of alcohol users have

h1so used marihuana, 23 percent psychedellcs,
4 percent stimulants, 17 percent sedatives,
percent heroin, 20 percent opiates and-.l4
Rjercent cocaine, while nonusers of aleohol”
rely used any other drug, except tobacco.

I LIS
4 . .
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‘places in Table 9.2,

-1 percent]

. nonusers of these drugs,
“'reportlng use of marihuana ranged from 42

oA

Further;diséussion‘bf the data in Table 9.2

.- will focus on marihuana, heroin and‘cocaine:
",An important inference is that marihuana may

be a key drug im.understanding miltiple drug
use. Evidence for this can be found in two
The first is in the
column indicating the-percentages of users

and;nonusers of marihuana who reported using

the 'other drugs. The second location is in
the third row where the percentages of users
and nonusers .of the other drugs who had also
used marlhuana are shewn,
are markedly different. . Some 40 percent of
those who had used marlhgana had used )
psychedel¥cs, while virtually none of the..
nonus eported psychedelic use. The
comparable figured for stimulants were. 41
and 1l percent; for sedatives, 29 and 1. per-
cent3” for heroin, 11 percent and less than
fqr opiates, 33 and 4 percent.
Finally, 25 percent .of,the marihuana users
reported having used cocaine in comparison
with almost none of those who have.not used
marihuana. 1In three comparisons between
users and nonusers . of marihitana, fewer than

-1 percent of the nonusers had ever used

psychedelics, heroin or cocaine. If it can
be sHown that use of marihuana predates use -
of the other drugs, a plausible hypothesis
would be that use of marihuana, along with

a number of other factors, facilitates in
some’ way the movement of a person into use-
of other substances.

An examination of the figures in row 3 of

Table 9.2 also suggests this conclusion,

though from a slightly different perspective.
* 'Of those who

d ever ‘used psychedelics or
cocairie 100° cent had also..used marihuana;
this was also true for 97 percent of those. -
who had used stimulants or sedatives, 91

percent who had used opiates, and 99 percent .

of those,who had'used heroin. ,Among the

the percentages

to 52 percent. S
T

There are several reasons for suggesting
marihuana rather than alcohol as.a key to
the understanding of multiple drug use.
users of marihuana used alcohol, ahd almost
all of them used tobacco. Thus, to know -
that & man has used marihuana i's ‘to know
that he has used at least alcphol, "and
probably tobacco; if these are accepted as

All

drugs, marihuana use means multiple drug’.use.

Second, while the assoc1at10ns of alcohol
use w1th use of other drugs are strong,
those of marihuana with other drugs are even
stronger. More importantly, marihuana use
is a more useful predictor of other drug

use than is alcohol use. For nonusers of
either drug, one can predlct with a high

these percentages

}
probabllity of belng correct that they will
not have used other drugs. -With respeLt to
alcohol, one is making a prediction about
3 percent oi the sample, but with respect to
marlhuana K5 percent of the men are involved.

o

This conc1u51on applies not only to the

-associations based on.the simple distinction

between having used and not having used -a
drug, but also when the measures of; extent
of use are ehamlned the associat’ons of

marihuana use with. the other drugs are

- stronger than the associations of alcohol use

't

@nd cocaine.

with them.

Finally, some drugs, for examplé,

showed stronger associations with use of
other drugs than did alcohol and marihuana.
However, it will be 'shown that in terms of -
temporal order, use of alcohol and marlhuana
almost always preceded use of other drugs..
Because of the temporal order, it is appro-
‘priate to predict from ma-<ihuana use to- use

of the o r drugs, but it is only in a -
statistica} sense that one can predict
marihuana yse from (ise -of drugs such as the

stimulants ea o
. Another cZiclusion suggested by the data. in
Table 9.2 is that use of heroin signifies.
the deepest involvement in the drug milieu.
Persons who had ever used heroin were likely
to have used alf%or most of the other drugs.
At least 99 percent of those who had used
heroin had also used tobacco, alcohol and
marihuana, and at least. 80 percent. had used
psychedelics, stimulants, sedatives, opiates
As indicated in Table 9.1,

99 respondents or 4 percent of the sample:
had -.used all nine classes.of drugs studied.

" Thus, only 49 of the 148 perSons who reported’

101

123 f

other drugs, except. heroin.

having used. heroin had not used all of the
othe'r drugs. Stated differently, 67 percent
of the men who have ever used heroin have
also used all of the other drugs studied.

o

st

It is also apparenéatﬁat those who had used

cocaine were likely to have used all &f the

.. The data to
support this conclusion are found in the

last -two columns and last row of Table 9.2.:
First, the percentages of users of cocaine
who had also used tobacco and alcohol were.
high although the percéritages for nonusers .
were almost as high. Second, 100 percent e
of the users but only 48 percent 'of the

Jionusers of cocaine had also used marihuanaj ...

‘this is a ratio of two to one. Third, 89
percent of the cocaine users in comparison
with 11 percent of monusers-had tried psych-
edelics, Among those who had used cocaine,
at least 70 percent had also used stimulants,
sedatives and opiates, while the comparable
percentages for nqgusers-are“apprqximately
L A R

. u

stimulants,
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.lO'percent.

4

Fourth, only 39 percent of the

- men who had used cocaine had also used heroin;

on the other hand, 90. percent of those who

-_qhad used heroin reported use of cocaine. ~

P

“Several’ disclaimers are needed at this polnt.

‘only the crudest of measures.
~analyses of these data, llfetlme extent of

First, these data do not: show, nor are they

'1ntended to suggest that use .of marihuana or

any -other drug automatically leads to sub-
sequent uSe of other drugs. Second, the
data contained in Tables 9.1 and 9.2 utilize
In subsequent

use, frequency and amounts of use within
years and across years as well as patterns
of starting and stopping will be examined.
Third, in future reports an attempt will be .
made to integrate the analysis of myltiple
drug use and onset of use ‘for pairs of drugs
with other events such as marriage and 2
educatlon : .

YEAR OF ONSET
In this section the temporal order of the use
of pairs of drugs is examined. One of the

‘major methodologlcal weakneSses of most

studies of multiple drug use is. the failure
to date the initial use of different drugs.
Goode (1974:319) clearly makes the point in
talking about whether marihuana-leads to
the use of other drugs, particularly heroin:
4 .
We very rarely know in any of these
studies precisely when‘a given subject
uses marihuana for the first time,
begins using it regularly, and then
when he or.she initiates heroin use.
From the bulk of the studiegknow avail-
able, all we know is that r@pondents
who use marihuana tend to also be those
who use heroin. Both could have
_been initiated at the same time, or
either before the other. In order
to get a clearer picture of the
process of the progression from
cannabis to dangerous drugs, we would -
have to have a detailed picture of
the natural history, or the drug
''career' of large numbers of users;
the drug "biography," in time
sequence, should be on the agenda
of any researcher explorlng this
question.
4
The SpelelC agenda items recommended by
Goode, natural history and time sequence of
drug use, were of central importance in this
study. Not only are the dates of first and
last use for each drug class available, but
frequency and quantity patterns were also
obtained for each year of use. _In addition,
because drug use constitutes only one aspect
of‘a biography, the respondcnts ‘were asked

<

R
A

=

;- uSe of heroin.

to state the - year in which they first ran
away from home, ‘were suspended oT expelled
from school, dropped out of school, owned a
car, had sexual intercourse and experienced
other events. Questions were also asked .
about the respondent's-involvement with and
attighment to parents, peers and scﬁool at
ages 13 and 16. In subsequent reports the
answers provided to these ‘questions will be
brought to bear on such complex issues as
-the natural history of drug use, multiple
drug use and the séquence of drug use. For
this initial report attention is focused on
the temporal order of 1n1t1al use of pairs
of drugs

For all men' who ever used one of elght drug
classes, the year of. first. use was ascerta1ned
and for those who used. any drub 10 or more

times, . the month and year of initial use :
were recorded. -For tobacco, only the yiér
was noted. . . Lo

.

The year of first use of gach drug was
examined according to the year of ¥irst use
of all other drugs, except tobacco. The

men whose use of stimulants, sedatives and
opiates was quasi-medical were treated as
nonusers of these drugs, Whenever' the
respondents indicated that the year of f1rst
use ' for a pair of drugs was the same, a month-
by-month table was constructed-to eliminate
ties. For those who used one or both drugs
in a pair less than 10 times, the month of
June was arbitrarily assigned as the month
of onset, but there were few ties among the
experlmental users. .

®.

It is clear that among the men who had ever.
used alcohol and at least one of the other
drugs, alcohol was almost always the first
drug used (Table 9.3). For example, of the
men who had ever-used alcohol and marlhuana,
93 percent used alcohol first.
are even higher when initial use of alcohol

is compared with onset of use of the other
drugs. ‘Therefore, it may be concluded that -
use of alcohol precedes use of the other
drugs for almost all men who have ever used
alcohol and some other drug

Some 80 percent of the men whgi-had used both
marihuana and psychedelics uséed ,marihuana
first. Use of marihuana was antecedent to the
use of -stimulants, ‘Sedatives and opiates for
at least 70 percent of the men who had used
marghugna'and one or more of_these drugs.

Somd 96 percent. of those who have used cocaine
and marihuana. used marihuana first, while 90
percent of those who have used both heroin

and marihuana used marihuana prior to their
Use of marihuana did not

- precede stimulant and opiate use as often

102

as it did use of psychedelics, sedatives,

124

The percentages,”
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Tablg.9.3. Users Across Pairs,élerugs and Time Order of Usage (Percentages)1

< e ‘ . v .
<Number.Wh0'h;- Percent Who . Percent Who Percent Who FIRST Percent Where
' Have Used ... Used Drug in -Used Other - Used Both Drugs Time Order
T Each Pair of Capital Letters Drugs at - in the Same Month of Usage is’
- Drugs  (n=2510)" at Left, FIRST Left, FIRST . ] Not Known |
ALCOHOL and - _ - ) :
Marihuana 1377 93 5 e 1 1
Psychedelics : 548 . 98 2 * *
‘Stimulants - : 578 . ' 98 - 2 0 *
Sedatives ' 407 C 97 2 , 0 *
Heroin ST 147 97 3 0 0.
‘Opiates 491 : 94 6 0 *
Cocaine 351 - 99 1 * 0
MARIHUANA and T 4
* Psychedelics - 546 S, - 80 S A 5 1
* Stimulants . | 562 - 73 " 21 -6 1
Sedatives . 394 : 8. - <12 ' 4 . 1
Heroin -\ 146 90 7 - 3 4 0
Opiates 449 . i 77 20 3 *
.Cocaine . 350 : 96 T | 2 1
PSYCHEDELICS and = - 2 Do N ‘

' Stimulants ., %09 : 36 46 - . 17 ’ 1
Sedatives . - 326 . .48 34 - 16 : 2
Heroin - o134 - 66 - 26 7 : 0
Opiates A 353 - .7 50 ' 33 . J l6 - " 1
Cocaine ' 314 - 77 : * 13 9 . 1
i3 ) ' ' ' 2 ’ . '

STIMULANTS and _ o ~ T

¥ Sedatives 334 o050, 0 29 19 1
Heroin - 125 73 -21 . -5 2
Opiates 345 . .56 34 . 10 1
Cocaine 301 : 75 v 17 7 0

SEDATIVES and . . S _ o o _ ]
Heroin _ 116 - o 63 .27, ' 9 2
Opiates 296 S 45 : 38 - 14 3
Cocaine o 254 67 22 .10 1

. R L

HEROIN and : . , o S
Opiates: 133 29, 50 : 19 -27
Cogaine 132 - : ‘52 . - 32 14 : . 2

OPIATES and - . : - ’ C ,
Cocaine - 276 © 63 - 20 16 o 1 -

1For stimulants, sedétivés, and opiates, quési:hedical use was_&éfined as no uée/s

*Less thah half of one pe;cent: . o . ‘ ) -

- N ' v
- o ) -103

R 125
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- okher in time.

heroin and cocaine. .While these data do

not show that use of mariluana leads to use -

of ‘heroin or coca1ne,‘it ig apparent that

use of the one drug usually preceded the’

- This fact suggests that use
of marihuana cannot be dismissed as a

stlble, perhaps even probable, cause of.

~usé of other drugs, particularly heroin and

cocaine. )

The temporal order of.initial usé of psych- "~
edelics and- the other drugs varies. Only
‘for heroin and ¢ocaine.was .the likelihood
‘high that use of psychedelics was.antecedent:
0f the men who-had used psychedelixs and
stimulants, 46 percent used stimulants first
in comparison_with 36 percent who used
psychedelics first’ Among the men who. had
used psychedelics as well as stimulants;.
sedativés or opiates,; almost one-fifth used
psychedellcs and these other drugs for the -
first‘time in the: sfime month.

Initial use of'stimulants was‘antecedentlto

_use of heroin or cocaine for about three of

LS

‘four men who had used these drugs. Use

of stimulants also tends to antedate first
use of sedatives and .opiates, but not .to
the same extent that it precedes heroin and
‘cocaine. Some 19 percent of the men who
had used both stimulants and sedatlves used
both for the first time in the same month.
The data do not 1nclude suff1c1ent detail
to determine .if the figure of 19 percent
represents use of one of these drugs to = .
counteract the effects of the other or

reflects a period of intensive experimentation

.with stimulants and Sedatlves.
3
Sedatives were 1n1t1a11y used before heroin
-anc cocaine by 63 and 67(percent respectively,
0of the men who had.used these drugs and -
sedatives. Nelther sedatives nor opiates
can gasily be classified as antecedent to
the. other, as 45 percent used sedatives
Jflrst and 38 percent used opiates before
‘sedatives. For 14 percent of the men who
used sedatives and opiates, initial use of .
both drugs .occurred in the same month.

- Use of oplatcs was’ antecedent to initial

use of heroin for 50 percent ofithe men “who
had used both drugs, whlle 19 percent flrst

’

used these drugs in the.same,month."Use'of
opiates was clearly antecedent to cocaine
for most of the men who had used both drugs.

‘Figures on the initial use of heroin .and

cocaine indicate that heroin was more likely
to be the first drug used in that pair.

- In summary, several f1nd1ngs deserve special

attention. Flrst, the data in Table 9. 1 )
show that the largest number of persons who
had used more than one drug had used only
alcohol and tobacco; the/ comprise 33 percent
of the. total sample. ! Twenty-two percent of
theyrespondents used only alcohol, tobacco
and marihuana. Only 99 (4 percent) of the
respondents have used all nine of the drugs
studied. :
Second, more than 90 percent,bf the. men who
had used cocaine, opiatés, heroin, sedatives,
st1mulantﬁ~pr psychedelics- had: also used
mgrihuana’. When users of marihuana are
compared with nonusers,’ higher percentages

of the users have used the otherndrugs.»

Thlrd nine of. ten men who Kad USed her01n
had also used cocaine, but only 38. percent

.of the men: who had .used cocaine had used

heroin. This lends support to the idea:

-

"that heroin signifies.the deepest 1nvolvement
‘in the drug milieu,

Fourth, in terms of .the temporal order of
use of pairs of drugs, alcohol was antecedent
to usé of all the other drugs, including’
marihuana. - For men who have used marihuana
and aay one of the other drugs, use of mari-
huana usually occurred first.

Flth it was not a rare occurrence for men
to begin use of pairs of drugs--psychedelics-
stimulants, psychedelics-sedatives, psychede-""

‘lics-opiates, stimulants-sedatives, sedatives-

opiates, heroin-opiates and opiates- coca1ne--

‘in the same ‘month. -

-

Finally, it should be .repeated that these

.data do not show that use of any drug causes

use of any other drug. Howaver it is possible
that, -aloug with 4 number of other factors,

use of marihuana may have facilitated the
movement of persons into use of the other
drugs.

)
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" .One of the barriers to an adequate pnder-
" standing of the causes, correlates and effects

of drug use is essentially methodological.
The problem is ome of contructing a.realistic
overall index of drug use that would allow

a researcher to compare persons who have

, used varidus drugs te a different extent and

with different intensities in either
frequency’or amount consumed.

This barrier was faced in this study. In
Chapter 2 data were presented on the 1ife-

‘time prevalence of use of nine drug classes. .

Because ‘the difference between never having

.used a drug and having used it at least once

provides a crude index, more refined measures
of the extent of use of the various 'drug
classes were developed. For tobacco,

10 A }Tof’al DrugUse Index |

‘categories.

s

\
R

in 1974 in The Internatiofal Journal of the
Addictions. The,index is constructed by
assigning weights to the categories of extent
of use of each drug.  .These weights are not
assigned arbitrarily; rather, they are
determined by the proportion of cases in the
total sample that are ‘found in the various
Essentially, the weights reflect
the frequency or-.rarity of a given level of
drug use in relation to the frequency of
lower and higher levels of use in the sample,
The set of weights is designed so that the
mean score for the sample is .5, and its
variance .0833 for each drug clasg. In the

_development of the TDU scores, tobacco use

psychedelics, heroin and cocaine, the extent - .

of use was measured simply by the number
-of times the drugs were used.
marihuana, stimulants, sedatives and opiates,

For alcohol,

. .the measure$ were based on-the total number
* " of times the drug had.been used and whether

it was ever used in large amounts. “For the
latter thrée drugs, criteria were used to

'_distinguishhquasi-medical from other use.

Q
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The. relationships between these measures of

"the ‘extent of use ‘and educational attainment,

race, age, marital status and employment

have been.examined; the ahalysis and inter- -
pretation have been based on the consistency
of the findings across drug classes. In

‘this chaptet an overall drug use index is

developed in an effort to eliminate the need
to consider each drug class separatély and
to permit statistical rather than judgmental
decisions about the significance of the
findings.

-The‘procedqre for constructing the Total

Drug Use Index (hereaftbr referred to as TDU)
was developed by K. H. Lu and was déscribed

L4 .

was ignored; the scores for each man in .the
sample on the 6ther eight drug clalses were
summed and then ‘divided by eight. The TDU
score, therefore, also.has a mean of..5;
its variance is .0242. The score for each
individual is determined by the‘'extent to
which he has used each etlass of drugs in
relation to the extent that the same drugs -

- were used by the entire sample.

An alternative way. of constructing a TDU
index would have been to assign weights to -
the categories of extent of use of each

drug as the combined judgment of the inves-
tigators suggested. This would be arbitrary
and might reflect biases and misjudgments as
easily as judgments; one advantage .of Lu's
procedure is that it allows the data to
determine the weights. L,
If the investjgators had assigned weights),
there would certainly have been wider )
differences between the categories than those
produced by Lu's procedure. The weights

on which the TDU scores are based are shown
in Table 10.1. For alcohol and marihuana

the weights differ considerably from one

. category to the next and reflect the kinds

df differences_intuition would suggest for -

7



Table 10.1. Index Scores for Each Category of Extent of Use for Bight Drugs Used in Constructlon of Total Drug .

Use Index1 .

.
‘e

NoUse = . Expe?imental . Light B Moderate : Heavy =~ . Heaviest
Mool 0506 0EH IS )6 0 58 (9 G 14 (933 |
rihgia '.225“(11'2-8)' S@) ek @) TmQT) 800 (0)

o No Use . Quasi-Medical. . Experimental ‘Light‘ Heavy
smﬁum{ﬁs,{‘ 363 (1820) 74; oy 0@ 8 () .97@(132)
séﬁiveg ".399'(200'2)‘ 817 <9“9)‘ 8 99 (158) 985 (7 |
opiates 3 any ;'747 (286) o) 950 () 990 (46)

Under‘10 - ’Undé;‘IOO  Under 1000 - xu 1000 Times ‘
 Bo Use Timds’  Times . Times .Or More
P;yc;.hedelicv'e.:“ .39'0,'(1960)_ 839 \'(2.91)- . 935 ('19‘2) "5985 (57)' .998. (1'0)' |
feroin ..47'17”:('2362), 95 ) 9 ) 9 an 9% 1)
Goaine .430"(2158; 90 Q) .956'(193) SR -.'958,(11)

.-
u

1

1Nuhbe;s'in’parenthe$es represent the mumber of persons in that category of extent of use.

D
CED



Q

dll drugs. Howeyer, it may be.observed that"
for the other drugs - the Lu: procedure assigns
the greatest difference 1n weights to the

step from no use to quasi- edical use or to
experimental yse; from that point on increases
"in the "amount, of use produce.. relatively small
differe €es ih the weights. IR

The researchers still have reservations about"
the 'index as it pertains to stimulants,
sedatives and opiates. There is a clear
case for regarding quasi-medical use of
these drugs as equivalent G to=use. It
is planned to rescore .these drugs under ‘the
Lu procedure to‘determine if it makes any
difference. Meanwhile, the findings based
on the TDU scores, using the weights shown
in Table 10.1, are so striking that itwis

" difficult to believe that ~any great improve-’
ment can be achieved.

It may be seen in Table 10.1 that for a man
who had not used any of the eight drugs the
, scores would add to 2.638 or'a TDU score

of .330. similarly, a man who had used
_each drug ektensively enough to fall into
the highest category would receive a TDU
score of .957.

Pars1mony 'is the value of an overall score.
It eliminates the need to note, for example,
that the frequency with which psychedelics
are used by even the heaviest users is far
‘less than the frequency of alcohol or
marihuana use. The drugs are usually taken
by different routes, have different pharma-
cological effects dand differ in availability,
cost* and in other Ways. Relevant questions
are: Does the Total Drug Use Index somehow
fuse these facets of drug use without
glossing over such differences? Is the
Total Drug Use Index a valid and useful
measure? :

The TDU scores were first grouped into ten
categories; the cutting points were chosen .
te provide an adequate number of respondents. -
in each category, In Table.l0.2 the percen- -
tagest who have ever used each drug within
specified categories of TDU scores are shoyn;,
these results are exactly what one would
expect if the TDU index is measuring what it*
is intended.to measure. TFor-each drug class,

tHe percentage figures increase as one ‘moves . -

from low to high TDU scores. Thus,. in the
lowest TDU category there were no men who
‘had used marihuana. As the TDU scores
increase, the percentage of marihuana users
increases; all of ihe men in- the two highest .
TDU categortes have used marihuana. The
shifts are even more dramatie ‘when all
Vvcategories of the extent of use index for
marihuana are used. Further, as the TDU
‘scores 1ncrease, additional drugs are. seen

’
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"and that they had . turned others on to one

-TDU category to. the highest.

" differ og¥drug use.
‘ to assesS the findings. reported in-.earli

to have been used, and ‘the. percentage
who used them 1ncreases.

The row for heroin deserves ‘comment.  As the
data in Table.10.2 indicate, only 39 percent
of these in the 800+ TDU category have used.
heroin. "There are ortly 148 users of heroin

in the total sample, and only 76 of these
“have used heroin beyond the experimental 1eve1
There are 117 (199 k .59) heroin users 'in

the 800+ category or 79 .percent of all heroin
users in the sample. R

Another strategy for assessment of the
validity of the® *TDU index involves comparison
with other drug-related experiences. " In
Table 10.3 .the percentages refer to those * .
who meritioned that they had experienced one
or more consequences of drug use: (bad . trips,
fights, couldn't-remember, high more than"

a day, or dependent on or addicted to a
drug); that they had one or more problems
(health, work, law, wife or girl friend;
parents, friends) as a result of their drug
Use; that they had sold one or more drugs;

or more drugs. There are fairly steady
progressions as one moves from the lowest’

The reversals

in  the order of ‘the percentages are few and

of minor importance: The TDU index, therefore,
appears to be a valid measure of .the involve-
ment of these men W1th the eight drug classes. -

TDU Scores and Correlates of Drug Use

In this section the TDU scorest will not be ..
‘grouped into ten categories, rather, thé
differences ‘in mean TDU scores are examlned
for various groupings of the respondents .

on a number of variables. There are several
advantages in using the mean TDU scores to
compare .groups that would be expected. t
First, it js possib

Ve

4

dhapters on the basis of an examination of
-each "5f: the drug classes separately. - Differ-
ences in the mean TDU scores by the respofidents'
birth year, race, educatlon and other
variables provide an opportunity to compare
groups known to differ in certain ways in

their use of specific drug classes. Second,
‘'use of the mean TDU scores prOV1des an
opportunity to move beyond reliance on
percentage differences and a descriptive

"“analytical strategy and thus to demonstrate

.the utility of the index. Included in
Chapter 10 will be two statistical tests.
When the samplg is divided'into two groups,

a t test: scoreiwill be used. The t tést
value 1nd1cates whether the mean TDU scores
for the.two groups differ s1gn1f1cantly or
example, when the mean TDU scores for those
who have ever been married are compared with

a
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Table 10.2." Use of Specific Drugs and Total Drug Use Index - (Percentages) |

T

. W+ K04 W0+ L0+ M0+ 480+ 5104 . 5704 6604 800+
n_ o (A3) (189) (30) (318) (k) (I8)  (20) (215) (207)  (1%9)

bl B ¥ B 10 10 W0 M0 10 W B
Marthea LR 0 % NN f?_}éa W% W
Pphedeles 50 0 0 k0 3 5 a4 g o
Stmlms 581 0. o003 ou PR T R
latives W09 0 0 ¢ x 1 1 7 m w9
Heroln -‘145 oj' 0 | 0 _ﬁo f ':- S P 1 i | 59
miates R T T S S T T R R 'R I

Cocaine 352 o 0 0.0 BECI U S 132 58 98

e

 *Less than‘haif.of one perééht. |

For stimulants, sedatives, and opiates, quasi-medical use was efined as no use.

-~ {.\ ‘ ‘ K
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Table.10,3, Total Drug Uée*and'Pfoblems, Cpﬁseﬁuéndéé; Selling;‘and Tugning Others On " | |
Lo o " TOTAL @RUG USE INDEX . |
. o 330+ 360+ 390+ 430+ 440+ 480 + 510 + 370 + 660+ 800 +

n (413):‘-(189) (310)  (318) . (244)  (187)  (228) (215) (207) - (199)
Consequénée;, 6ne.or‘more - }645‘ 20 A 5 n 74l o o i89‘ 9 ”597
mentioned (bad trips, etc.) | | L |

: ! I , . . | ‘\ | : _ ’- 3
Problems, one or more . 27 13 3% .50 56 59 68 67 1T 8

mentioned (héalth, work i o
etc.)

S o L : o . ‘ K ‘ , o K
Sold one or more drugs B - T § A 19 33 59 86

Tumed others on tooneor 50 1 3 d0 . 8 16 15 % w5 e
more drugs ' ﬂ | ' o , L :

19




thoge who have never been married, ‘the value
of t 18 9.36, 1If there were really no

. -difference between these - -groups,’ a value
" this large would be observed in less than

one of a thousand random samples. - In short,
it is almost certain that the drug use
of the men who have ever married differs
substantially from-those of 20 to 30 year
old men who have never married.

An extension of the t test to more than two
groups-is provided by analysis of variance.
In an analysis of variance the mean scores

for -1
examined, and an F test determines whether

- there is a significant difference among the
% groups.

The t and F tests permit one to
verify or t r interpretations based”
prigarily the observation of consistenb.

e than two groups of respondents are -

Coe

_{involved with drdgs than*

2
r

: groups is that it provides an oppgrtunity

to present information in a ‘succinct manner-
about variables. not. mentioned previously in
this report. ,
The data presented in. Table lO 4 generally .
usupport the conclusions’ reachied in Chapters .
and 5. The mean TDU values indicate’ that
those born in 1950 and 1953 have been more .

gther cohorts. There is a\tendency for the o

" §1950-53.

relationships betweén a variable and drug
A third - .
advantage of the mean TDU scores within

use across the classes of drugs.

Table 10.4.

d‘ose in any of’ the

mean TDU scores to increase from the 1944 -
cohort to a plateau for the men born in
While the progression is not )
perfect, birth year and Total Drug Use' seem
to be 1inearly relate When the birth years
are translated into ages and combined into
four. groups, ‘the relationship -is clarified
The mean. TDU agores by age. group are.:
..459; 25~ 27,,.4919 22-24, .526; and 20-21,
516 . The"mean TDU score- of.thp 20-211year ‘

.8

$%28-30, +

*

o

Birth Year, Rice, ResideJre and Total Drug Use

- " . S
. L . .
R _ @ Value of Significance )
. n Percent || Mean F Level :
Birth Year . -
1944 - - 174 7 450 7.61 .001
, g 45 171 7 458 : . o
46 196" 8 '.468 : ) "
47 254 10 .480 : - : :
48 223 9 499
. 49 315 9 495 , o 5
1950 234 9 .531 _ . c
51 2245 .525 . . e e e,
52 261 © 524 : : :
. - 53 247 531 T
- 54 290 .504 - - '
Race ,
White .’ 2103 . .499 2.45 .N.S.
Black 303 514 : - , )
Other 104 .476 3 2
Residence to Age .18 . '
. -1 million or more 187 . .550 . 9.32 \'. 001
500,000 or more 183 2522 I i <
100,000 or more 427 £518, B . e . o
‘* 50,000 or more 201 .496
. 25,000 or more 265 .509
2,500 or more 730 .496
Less than 2,500 456 464 . : . .
Outside the U.S. 61 bl e T

. lIn this. and subsequent table

]

b
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T
0
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" 0ld men was’ higher than that for men who were

25 tp.30 years old.at the .time ¢f the inter- ;.

view. This suggests .that, in terms of Total

5 5.'- .", ' \

=The variables related to: Toqal Drug Use in,
.Table 10.5 reflect maturation and the.tran-

sition of ,the men. in‘ this sample into conven-

Drug. Use, . the men.in the two youngest ‘cohorts
may eventually equa1 or surpass. the 'men in
the 22 24 year old group. This- possibility
is consistent with the data presented in '
Chapter 2 .regarding lifetime prevalence and
"in Chapter 5 with' respect to the drug

epidemic and age At first use.
»

tional adult roles in society. Because ° L
thege variables repregent statuses achieved

after adolescence, the differences in drug e
uge that emerge may indicate the operation of
countervailing demands for commitment to
confomity;and choices mhde by these men

about 11 fe sty1es and career goals,

The mean TDU vaiues for the three ethnic’
categories suggest that the idea-that
Significantly more. blacks: use drugs may be '
incorrect. The value ;of F 15 not statis-
tically. Significanti There are several
plausible explanations for "the discrepancy _
" between ‘this finding and, the results ‘of
.previous studies: First5 in most of the
. studies in which drug use by ethhic groups
~has been’ analy ed, the samples have not been
‘pepresentativée. of the total population.:
The blacks in most of these studies have been-
disproportionately selected from ghetto areas
in métropolitan cities in selected regions
"of the country. Often they have been The relationship of employment ‘'status to.
incarcerated offenders ‘Total Drug Use confirms the findings mentioned
: S o . -earlier. The mean TDU score for the unemployed
A second explanation is that the age range © (.579) is higher than for those who worked
covered in this" study may be too. restricted less than 30 hours a week '(.545)s those who .
for Significant ethnic differences to emerge. were students (.507) and those who were
If this sample were representative of men working 3@, or more hours a week, (.488). The .
20 to 40 years old instead of 20 to 30, prev- differences suggest that a regular job may |,
ious studies‘would suggest that the TDU. . serve as a restraining influence on-.the
scores among blacks would be substantially ' . éxtent to which meh ‘use’ drugs,:or that drug
higher than Would be observed for whites of " users are less likely to seek or find full-
men from other ethnic categories. Whatever time employment '
the reason, it'must be’ conéluded from these - A
data that there is no significant ethnic '
difference in Total Drug Use among men who
were 20 to 30 years old in 1974. This
does not, however, conflict.with the inter- .
pretation offered in Chapter 2. .that the lack
of difference reflects two opposite relations
of drug use with_.age, namely an increase
among' younger whites and a decrcase among
younger, b1acks

The mean TDU: ‘scores confirm\andther finding

.on the relatirn between education and drug
use discussed' earlier in this report. Men
with "somle college' had more experience with -
‘drugs ‘than men who did not graduate from

~high school; the means were .516 and. .504,
respectively - The means for high school :

" and college graduates were even lower, .499 -
and .474, respectjvely. The value of F -
indicates that the differences between the
groups are statistically significant. Stated

"differently, the amount of drug use differs

: Significantly by education

The data in Table 10,5 that deal with the
’ relationship of marital status to Total
“Drug Use confirm the concluSions reached &
‘ €éarlier in the report.when . each. of Ehe various
.classeswof drugs was examined separately P
‘Total Drug Use among the men who have never
married is significantly higher than for the
* . men who have been married. Another comparison
.cart be made between those who have ever li"ed
with a woman for six months or more with&4hE:
being married (coupled) and those who have
" never coupled. The mean TDU score for those
who have ever:coupled is -.613; in comparison,
it is/only 476 for®those who have never,
goup ed.
& cohventional fomm of behavior, may also R
act/as a Significant restraining factor. .on
drug use.” It is also apparent that it is the
i fact of marriage and mot simply the influcnce’
living with a woman that is the key
variable. The willingness to live with a

The data on the relationship of size of city
of residence to age 18,and Total, Drug Use
indicate that there is a\gsignificant di fference
in drug use depending on<the milieu in which
-one is raised. In genéral, men who lived in -~
" the largest cities were moke 'likely to have
used drugs and to have usdd\ them: more exten-
sively than were men who Jre ided in smaller
cities, The mean TDU. scores\ for 'men who -
lived in cities with at least, 100 ,000 popu-
lation are conSiderably highet ¢. 518 to' .550)
than for those who lived in cﬂties with less woman for* Six months of more withou§ being
. than 100,000 population (.464. Lo .509). darried may reflect a general tendency to be
Thus, the data‘in Table 10.4 confirm the - ' uncoriventional ‘and ‘use o; drigs may be
5findings regarding city size and drug use ‘another indicator of unconventionaligy
- discussed in Chapter 2. I : o -

-
o
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'In terms of. current ramlly status, the
"coupled" categony 1s-not restricted to .those
~ who had ‘Lived with ‘g Woman for 6 months or
more' rather, it means that the man wag, at
L% he ‘time of the interview, living with a -
. “woman to whom he was not married. -Only 5
'ﬂ percent or 120 reéspondents were currently
‘coupled. The mean TDU score for the-men
who were currently coupled was much higher
+(.632) than for men who were single and
- living away from parents ('547), single men
whe were. still living with their parents
(.468) or men who were currently married
(_466) -The value of F.indicates that Total
Dgug Use was 51gnmf1cantly different for the.
m&h in these four .categories.. ‘Emancipatian
from parents and-the lack of the restraining -
influence of marriag: may be productive of

-

.

LR

- . . 1

*

a greater tehdency toward drug Use. On the

"living in an unconventi
rekationshlp. Another pi

hetetosexual

-~ other hand, drug use ma{*conducive to,
sibility is that

there is a general tendency to be unconvens=
"tional, and the use of drugs and coupllng
may be 1nd1cators of this tendency

: Crlminal Activ1t1es and Total Drug Use-

The relatlonshlp of reported 1nv01vement in

ey (

various criminal. activities to Total Drug °
Use is _presentéd in Table 10:6.
reported .each of the criminal activities

Those who

‘are compared with those who denied thefr. ~;

The differences in the mean TDU scores ot
support the conclu51ons reached in Chapter 8,
in which the’ focus was anthe_relathnshlps

. ERAPLIF N
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Table 10.5. .Education, Employment, Marital Status,-CdrrentbFamily Status and Total Drug Use

Value of

" R * ! Significance
- n Percent Mean F or t Level
Education . e o _ N
e o . : : .
“‘Less than high school 394 16 - 504 -6.96 (F) .001
High school graduate . 933 37 .499 : ’
Somé college’ . - 713 28 .516 ’
College graduate - 470 19 474 o 4
’ A : s * P .
I . Cha L X
. Empldyment » . T
“Working 30 hours or mpre a ‘week 1715 - 68 . ..488 23.50 (F) 001
. ptudents, except those working over 30 hours - 282 11 .507
Working less~than 30 ‘hours, not a student 35 1 . .545 _
bnemployed 213 8 - .579 e
‘Marital History - ' ‘ ) Ny
Ever married ' 1477 *- 59 $9.36..(t) 001
‘Never -married 1033 41, ‘ L
| ' ‘ ' "‘
Gohabitation'uistqry _ g
o R “ h . '
Lvcee coupled » 444 18 . +613 17.91 (t) .001 -
Never coupled . 2066 82 476 :
o Lurrrnt\&]mlly Statuqlﬂf' Pt i v B
Marri€d 11309 85.43 (F) . .001
Coupled | - v 120/ _ . .
. . 1ndoptndent I L o 796 » 32 ~ 047

LLVLng with-parcénrts

285 | 11 .468

o~

.
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‘Table 10.6.

~ Total Drig Use and Criminalﬂ&ctivi;ies\ T f, .
. a - do - -Percent Mean of"’ ‘Significance !
. » . : 1 : t . Level sy
, Been drunk or 1ntoxicated ;”Yes'f 1754“ 70 © . .538 15.80 _.061 A
in a“public. -place? . No 756 30 - 413 T
. Driven a car while drunk? Yes 1512 60~ .s42  17.41 .00l y
. - No . 998 40 .437 L R e
L S _ S . - P L ; (AR & - |
" Stolen a car? Yes 145 6 .638 It{zg\; 7o ool
N T ’ ‘No 2365. C 94 492 Y o
" “Broken into a house, school, Yes"‘ 314 13 - 624 %, 15:90. .001 -,
or place of business? No ~ . 2196 87 .= "4482‘. R .
Been armed thh or used a -Yes , 36 .1 .706 - ‘“ 8.13 ¢ .001 o
7, weapen of any kind while. - No 2474 99 - .497. - o
_committing a theft or, Vf : : ‘
robbery7 oo . s
Shopllfted something “from Yes - 1103: 44 . :557° 17.38 001 :
© a store? ; No. " 1407, ' 56 .455 ~ , ' N
L n - ‘ . : - J L
Stglen~anything from a " Yes 83 .3 ..676  10.74" 001 L
person—~face-to4face7v- " - No, 2427 97 494 K ‘
. ‘ I A , 7
“ " Run numbers, or had a JOb Yes 74 .3 .590 © .5.06 .00%.
. which ifivolved 111ega1 ‘ No 2436 97 .497 -
- gamblxng7 : ST ) \ -
_ . . - Q .
Forged, or passed ‘bad Yes 69 3 673, 9.56 ' 001
checks’ . ~ No 2441 97 495 o L
Tea” \ v .. N B ) ) . .
Forged prescriptioﬂs or Yes 37 1 .728 . 9.14 001
, passed 3cr1p7 ' " No 2473 -« 99, 2497 0 f
) . . . e e ~;.- G Lo
. ' e B P 71
. Sold one or more drugs? Yes 478 19 .| +691 37.19 . . ‘ 001
: e No 2032 8l . .. .455 . - ‘ '
. . Fe .. .o ° ' :
‘Turned others on for their Yes 504 20 .649 27140 001
"first time? . No -~ 2006 80  .463 S ’ s
f . . . o

.among: crxme, drugs and cr;mxnal«Justxce T

':outcomes L .

O

".thoseé..who report ‘a criminal.
. /Other" than the offenses invol-
. ving 1ntoxicatxon, ‘the. only crlmxnal act
forglng prescriptxons,

.538 to

“has, the highest mgan TDU score.

'these cr1mina1

'An_examinatidnféf“fhe mean TDU sc¢ores in

Table 10.6 reveals_that for those who saids
they had not been involved in each of the
¢riminal activities, the range is narrow:

it is .413 for public drunkenness and .497
for armed robbery The mean TDU scores for -
t range from
.728,

that: is drug-reLat
" In short,

those who report involvement in any one of
y t%vitles are significantly

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~drugs illegally and if tHey had ever "Earned ¢

w113

more 11kely to have ‘a high mean TDU score-

.than those who de not

- 1 3 N .
L3 it

The men were'asked xf they had ever sold

onY anyone. to drugs Those who answered
positively to either.of these items were
distinguished from others by greater differ-
ences in TDU scorés than were observed for
most of the crxmxnal offenses. : ‘

Actxéitxes of Frxends at Age 16 and Total
DmgUm . :

. Lo . -
The. réspondents were asked: "Think about
your friends, the people yir'spent'pime with

it
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v, and did thlnés wlth‘at'these same- two times.

.were at least some of your, friends (a)
.§ometimes in trouble at school?" . (see Table

when they were 16.
‘ties were' temporally prior to most of the

. - - 4 ‘ .. e e it

-didn't approve’6£?

S S : U IR A SR o
. ...  Table 10.7. Total Drug Uée_and Peer Activities at'Age 16 -~ ~ .7 . 7
, _ _ 4 M _ . - o SRS
hE o . . CL L : - Value
- Ty T N oo : oon 1‘§ei§ent ~Megn = ‘rofi’ Slgniflcance ‘ :
L . . ‘ ) R . K t .. "Lével . . ..1:_.‘ L
N T — — R ; — 2 P
"When you were 16, were o i -
o *. at leagt some of your S -
friends: ' _ o -
Sometimes in Erouble Yes - 1670 . 67 - -.5%0° 9.15 001>
' at school? ,{_ -7 No. 840" 461 i R
; Sometipés in-trouble . ¥es . 781 31 - .563  14:14 ool
o7 ‘with the pollce7 ;0 TNo v 1729 269,472 o - L
Arguing'a lot or- <. 'r Yes 909 . 36 4539 © 9.60. - "
.+ ‘getting on badly w1th ~ No. 1601 - 64 478 o7
- C their parents’ DT YL
. . . 1' . f o e
’ Drink beer, wine, or ~  Yes = 1917 76 519 11.11
‘liquor:at- .times? - No - : .439 ' s
Smokimg marihuana? ‘Yes ' 604 "19.23 2001
; o - No .4704 ‘
. - Using other drugs? Yes ‘ B
) oo . o - No ‘
r A < N . . s
‘ People your parentsﬁ Yes S
" No

P v

Ciite
% . St ’ .,

When you were 13, and then when you were 16

10.7).  Age 13 wasvchosen because it was
expected ‘that most ‘of ‘thHe men in this sample
would have used few, if any, drugs before

that time, except perhaps tobacco or alcohol.

It was anticipated that age 16.might e
constitute the. age of entés intp the- populatlon
at risk for'marihuana usé'as well as- other S
drugs. This' expectatlon was " confirmed; by", ..
the data presented in Chapters 2 and 5;

the dctivities of friends of .the respondents
Thus, these peer activi—

respondents' drug use,

o Twenty—two percent of thefmen reported that.
some .of their friends were using, marihuand - Q_.x

76 pefcent reported ‘some” were using alcohol -

_and 14 percent repérted some were using - other

drugs when the respondents were 16 years old. 1

. Thé value of t for the.difference between i

" the mean-TDY scores is 'statistically

" significant for .all of these activitles.
Stat;d differently, the mean TDU scorelfor

% P s . -

there-
. fore, the data-in Table 10.7 refer,ohly to

tfl.' E ‘}d';l_gu : -m; vii4

ithe. men who report that ‘gome of the1r fryends
“were doing these thlngs ‘f's consistently

“higher than for mer- who reported they did not
have ‘friends 1nvolved in stich act1V1t1es '

Countercultural Invqlvement and Total
Drug Use - .

“One. of the most" aluable aspects of this .’

. study is that:; bhe eieven birth cohorts were,
- adolescents orv

young adults when some of the—
mostftumultuous ‘events in modern American .
hlstory occurred, The oldest men~1n this
sample were 19 when John .F. Kennedy was
~assassinated, 24 when riots occurred at. the.-
Democratlc natlonal convention -and 28 when
Rlchard Nixon was elected to his..second term:-
“in offlce, When these. events took place

the youngest ; men were between 9 and 18 years
of age, ) 'f‘« o :

The young men 'fin the sample have w1tnessed
the Civil nghts movement, political assas51--
natlons, urban riots,. the 'war in Vletnam, ';,
" “the. hippie movement, a sexual revolution, th
appearance of -women's and Gay liberation
movements, the‘drughepidemlc :and many: other _
far-reaching social changes. Much of mhe F“}



behavior exhibited by young people during ‘who had participated in a ceuntercultural-

this period of time was labeled counter- v activity was significantly higher than for
~cultural and received considerable attention those who had not. The mean TDU scores for
‘in the press and by social scientists those who had participated in a counter-
interested in the study of alternative life cultural activity ranged from a low of .574
_styles. . (attended an outdoor rock concert or festival)
N . to a high of .662 (lived in a commune). For
To assess involvement in countercultural . those who did not report these activities,

activities, the respondents were asked if .&w\\ the mean TDU scores ranged from a low of .435

they had ever done the things listed in ) to a high of .491, for the same two activities.
Table 10.8. Except for registering to vote ’ .
‘and political campaigning, a positive answer The data presented in Table 10.8 confirm that

s

may be considered representative of a participation in unconventional activities
countercultural type of activity. In is related to drug use. It should be noted
every instdnce the mean TDU score for those - that temporal order has not been examined;

Table 10.8. Total Drug Use and Countercultural Involvement

! :

Value )
n Percent Mean of Significance
t Level
HAVE YOU EVER:
Lived in.a commune? Yes 129 5 .662 12.55 . .001 -
No 2381 95 491 ) !
» Attended an outdoor rock Yes 1173° 47 .574 24.88 .001
concert or festival? No 1337 ° 53 .435
Meditated, or explored Yes 393 16 ~ .598 14.12 - ° .00l
an castern religion or No 2117 84 .482 :
philosophy?
Joined a street .gang? Yes 273 11 .584 9.57 .001
No - 2237 " 89 .490 '
Registered to vote? Yes 1795 72 .496 1.93 .05
No .. 715 28 .509
Followed a vegetarian, Yes 200 8 643 14,11 001
macrobiotic, or organic No . 2310 - 92 .488 .
crdiet? '
\
Campaigned or worked Yes 553 22 531 5.26 .001
for a political o No 1957 78 491
candidate, issue, or : : B
causdé? )
Taken part in a political Yes 368 15 .5927 12.67 .001
demonstration? ~ No 2142 85 L484
Studied astrology, ESP Yes 406 16 . .590 " 13.21 .001
or the occult? e No 2104 84 483 .
Bun@cd around the United Ycé 399 16 . 631 19.68 .001
States or elsevhere? No 2111 84 475
e, N
Thought prétty seriously - Yes = 211 8 L0627 12.80 .001
about committing suicide? No 12299 92 L. J4B8B

Lib
¥
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Table 10.9. Attitudes Toward Unconyentional Behaviors and Total Drug Use

ALl Right 4 yittle  Pretty “Very  Don't Know

¢ - or Bit Bad Bad Bad No Response
Good : .
HOW BAD IS IT IF:
A person drives over the Mean . .54l .508 - .486 467 g506
speed limit? n . 195 1382 588 339 6
Percent . 8 55 23 14 , *
A person doesn't work Mean .583 548 491 .466 .506
steadily when he could? n 166 - 502 976 859 : 7
. Percent 7 .20 39 34 ¥
- A man has sex relations  Mean .535 459 409 408 .450.
with several women when n 1621 487 223 170 9
he's single? - Percent 65 19 ° 9 7 %
A person gets.into Mean .538 .497 497 .502 .491
fights? ) n . 59 491 1023 927 10
Percent 2 20 41 - 37 ‘ *
A man has sex relations Mean .588 .553 -.501 455 .515
'‘with other women after . n 192 532 769 1007 - 10
he's married? . Percent 8 21 31 40 *
" A person cheats on his Mean .583 .527 .486 .458 5110
income tax? n 271 735 738 761 5°
Percent 11 29 29 " 30 *
. B ’ V
A person bets on the Mean .580 .516 462 434 511
numbers or some other n - 496 946 573 490 5
gambling that's illegal?  Percent 20 38 23 20 *
A man has sex relations Mean .597 .561 513 .477 .578
with another man? ©n 252 . 185 318 1745 10
) Percent - 10 -7 13 705 *
A man refuses to be Mean .584 .519 . 466 445 .459
drafted into the armed n 672 456 482 - 887 7 o 13
forces? 4;\ Percent 27 18 19 35z 1
A person li;és or acts Mean .601 .550 AT 477 *.532
in a way that could n 129 380 .801 1191 9

damage his health? Percent 5 15 32 47 *

*Less than one-half of one percent. e

gt
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thése relationships do not reveal anything
about cauSc and effect,
In view of the fact that the answers were
given by a nat10nw1de random probability
sample of young men 20 to 30 years old, the -
percentages who reported having ever taken
part in unconventional activities are of
interest. For example, only 5 percent had
ever lived in a commune, a figure which
may seem low, given the publicity about
communes in the Iate 1960s.’ Two of the
items indicate that a substantial proportion
of these young men were legitimate partici-
pants in the electoral process; 72 percent

' had registered to vote and 22 percent had
campaigned for an issue, candidate or cause
of their choice. Some '15 percent of these

_young men had taken part in a political

This item was worded neutrally;

.demonstration.
thus, the response could refer to violent

or nonviolent protests or merely at:t:endeu’rce";;,i
at a political rally. Two of the items

were '"medifated, or explored an eastern
religion or philosophy," and "studied
astrology, ESP or the occult.'" Each was
endorsed by 16 percent of the sample.
“Sixteen percent of the 2,510 men in this
sample have "bummed around the United States
or elsewhere," and 8 percent or 211 have
"thought pretty seriously about committing
suicide.”"

! 2

Attitudes Toward Unconventional Behavior
and Total Drug Use

The respondents were asked to evaluate ten
types of unconventional behavior in tecrms

of the response categories shown in Table

10. 9‘ For tliose who cndorsed the items

as '"all right or good," the mean TDU scores
ranged from .535 for "a man has sex relations
with several women when he's single' to .601
for "a person lives or acts in a way that
could damage his health." As would be
.expected, the mean TDU scores were substan-
tially lower for those who said these uncon-
ventional behaviors are '"very bad." For

all of the items, the mean IDU scores declined
as tlie response alfernatives became more
conventional, Z{

Other noteworthy findings pertain to the
percentages who said the unconventional
behavior was all right or good. Twenty-seven
percent of the men endorsed relusal to be

O
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as those in Table 10

would,

drafted, 20 percent endorsed illegal’
gambling, and 11 percent -endorsed cheating
on one's income tax. Eight percent endorsed
extramarital relations and driving over the
speed limit, as did 10 percent with respect
to homosexuality. .The most widely endorsed
form of unconventional behavior was pre-
marital sex. The item of most relevance

to drug use deals with potential damage' to .
one's health. Use of drugs is a form of
risk-taking, both in terms of potential
encounters with,the law and the effects of |
the drug itself. The men who endorsed

this item had the highest mean TDU score

of any group on any of the ten items.

In sociological and psychological rcsearch
attitudes are gcncrally'tteatcd as predictors
o behavior or as pred }sitions to act in
a -certain way under apﬁ gtlate clrcumstances
Attitudes of the kind déSctibed in this
section could be combified into a measure

of conventionality; if conventionality were

*:shownito pre-date drug use, one could

confidently predict that the more conventional
men would show less drug use. One could
then argue that c nvent;pnallty ”Lnsulates

a man against drug usen
« Y’ 1)

It seems 1ikcLy at. Lhc men who said most

of the acts in Tdble 10.9 are '"pretty bad"
or "very bad" ‘have held, these attitudes -for.

a long times” and probably before any choices
had to be n dé»about using or not using

drugs. However, for those who answered "all
right or ‘good," it is possible and 1ndeed
probable that their expressed attitudes
rcprqscnq;a‘chanbc from their original
attitudes,:and.this change might be attributed
to their drug use and other unconventional
behavior. *For both groups the attitudes

were exﬁ§e55¢d on the date of the interview,
bit—for thefirst group they probably
repqgsent long~standing attitudes, whlch

were among the causes of their lesser drug
use, while for the second they might represent
effects of their experiences with drugs. It
therefore, be incerrect to treat P
thesey attitudes either as dependent or
independent variables in relation to drug

use; they presumably include both causes and
effects of drug use. Later analyses will :
attempt to study the effects of conventionality
on drug usc by means of dated measures such

7.
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I$ -Drug Use and Military S
g | y Service
-t IS
. ]
A question of major interest in recent years military service and drug use is consistent
’ has been the extent to which drug use was with the-opinions of the veterans themselves
related to military service and particularly 34 of the 294 men who did not serve overseas,
to overseas service in Vietnam. In The: : 61 of the 250 who did and 101 of the 320 '
Vietnam Drug User Returns, Robins. (1974) . who served in Vietnam said that there were
~ reported that, in the time period she studied, drugs they would not have used if they had
almost half of the men used some narcotic not. been in service. Among the Vietnam
_in Vietnam. ‘About one-third of the men . . veterans 46 attributed their use of marihuana,
tried heroin and one-third opium, but' there 21 their'use of heroin and 41 their use of
was considerable ‘overlap between these groups. "opiates to their military service. Smaller
For most. of the men, use was continued over numbers attributed use of all of the other
a.considerable period of time, and use of drugs to their military service.
marihuana was even more frequent. About .
one-quarter used barbiturates or amphetamines, = 1Ifgqthese opinions were taken at face value
and these also overlapped w1th the oplate : and if the 320 Vietnam veterans had not been
users. : in service, their percentages of lifetgme .
. . . » use would have been 47 percent for marihuana,
When tlfe Vietnam veterans returned to the - 3 percent for heroin, and 20 percent for
United States, their, levels of drug use opiates. These figures are all well below
declined to their pre-serviceé rates, and - the percentages of use reported by the men
even among users addiction was infrequent. who had no military service. It is, therefore,
This was true when they were interviewed difficult to accept them as reasonable
ejght to 12 months after return from Vietnam.- estimates; it seems plausible to regard
Their overall rates of use continued to be .these as cases in which use began in the
low in another follow-up two years later.- service, and thus it seemed_reasonable to the
men to attribute their drug use to their
do other rigorous studies of drug use in . service experience. Yet, all of the other
other military bettlnhs are known to the data suggest that many of them would have
wrlters, but the news media have regularly used these ‘drugs whether or not they had
- stated or 1mp11ed that rates of drug use been in service. -
have been high among men in the military, ' v
expecially those serving overseas. The expected relationship was not found in
' : o . terms of the Total Drug Use index. The men
The expectation was ‘that in this sample - with no military service had a mean score of
military service would be related to 1lifetime .496; the comparable scores were: for men
prevalence,'though.not‘necessarily to current with service but not overseas, .497; for men
use. Thirty-four percent of the sample with overseas service but not in Vietnam,
. (864 men) had had military service, and these .506; and for men with Vietnam experience,
were divided fairly evenly among those with .519. 1If one tredts the four categories of
* no overseas Service, those who had served service as an ordinal variable, there is a
overseas but not in Vietnam, and those who linear progression, and the highest scores
served in Vietnam. are found among Vietnam veterans. However,
. ) the associlation is not a statistically
The expectation of a relationship between significant one; the value of F is only 2.07.
: _ . 118 - .
) -
, .
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‘Table 11.1. Drug Use and Military Service

A, Lifetime Use of Drugs (Percentages)

-

Overseas, but Vietnam
N\ Total None No Overseas Not Vietnam " Service
) (2510) (1646) (294) (250) (320)
Tobacco 88 86 L 9L 92 92
Aleohol 97 9. 9s 98 .99
| Marihuana 55 54 51 56 ., 6l
Psychedelics 22 22 26 23: 21
Stimulants 27 28 28 27 27
Sedatives 20 20 ¥ 20 20 21
’ Heroin "6 5 4 7 D 10
Opi;tes 31 30 © 33 33 » : 33
Cocaine 14 14 12 1 16
. . B.. Current (1974;75) Use (Percentages)
. Overseas, but Vietnam
« Total None No Overseas Not' Vietnam Service
! 44&25;Qlﬁ -~ (1646) (294) (250) - (}20)
Cigarettes 60 | 55 64 69 . . 71
Alcohol 92 91 93 92 93
) Marihuana - 38 40 32 TR 38
Psychedelics 7 8 7 8 ’ ‘5
Stimulangs T 12 12 9 11 i 12
Sedatives 9 9 >9 8 ' 10
Heroin 2 2 2 2 1
Opiates’ 10‘J 10 , 13 11 8
.Cocaine 7 8 6 . 7 6
P v
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'In terms of .the TDU index, the tentative

conclusion is that military service had no
effect on llfetlme drug use.

This can be chqcked against the use of the-
nine classes of drugs, for current  (1974-75)
and lifetime use (Table 11.T). As shown

in Panel B, ‘there is some indicatlon of
increased use of cigarettes among men Jwith.
military experience. There is-no slgn of
any effect-of m111tary.service, overseas
service or Vietnam service on” current use of
other drugs, except:possibly a minor increase
in alcohol use, but this is of dubious
staListical:siqulchance For all of the
other drugs;-current use was _as high or
higher among men with no mllltary service as
it was among those in the three categories
of military service'.

The picture is not as clear for li fetime. use,
which is shown in Panel A. Yet, the impact
of military service cannot be great. With

" the possible exceptions of tobacco and alcohol,

the percéntage of users of all other-drugs

-among men with no sérvice equaled or exceeded
_the percentage for at least one of the -
‘military groups; opiates were an exception,

but the difference was small. The data offer
no support for the hypothesis that military

.age groups,

'service or overseas service had any apprec- -

1ab1e effect on drug use. Vietnam veterans
did, however, show slightly higher percen-
tages of use of marihuana and heroin Lhan
other groups.

In view of the fact that use of marihuana
and heroin in Vletnam is known to have been
high, the relevant questlon is: Why are the
percentages not higher for these drugs? 1In
a table not included in this ‘report® these
two drugs were examined, with controls for
race and age. Of the four age groups, those
born in 1953-54 included only three men with
Viétnam service, and there were only 41
blacks of all ages with such service. "These
numbers are inadequate to calculate stable
percentages. Among whites the Vi#tnam T
veterans showed the highest perceﬁtage of
marlhuana use in each of the three older

but ly those born in 1950-52
showed an appreciably higher percentage for
heroin use. This pattern suggested that the
Vietnqm veterans in this gample served there
before the use of drugs became widespread:

Table 11.2 was prepared to assess this .
possibility. : =~

The dates of service in Vietnam were not
obtained in the interview, bu& the dates of

R

Table 11.2. Vietnam Servicé and Drug>Use - _ : 4
A, Year\Military Service Ended, by-Ycar of Birt5  (Percentagesj
' ' ' . YEAIE OF BIRTH
- Year Service Total 1944-46 1947-/ 1950-52 '1953-54
Ended (320) . (112) (155) (50) (3)
Before 1968 9 26 1 0 "0
1968-69 32 38 39 0 33
1970-71 33 21 37 os2 0
Afrer 1971 18 10 16 44 33
Unknown 7 "6 7 b ., 33 :
B, DrungSC, by Year Service Ended (Percentages) . T K
B Date Before ) After
Total  Unknown 1968 - 1968=69 1970-7L 1971 .
(320) (21) (30) (103) (107) (59)
‘Marihuana 61 48 47 60 62 5 T
Heroin - - 10 5 3 1 ‘ 13 25 ‘}
120 '

' 11z
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entry into the service and discharge were
noted. Thus, limits can be set on when ser-
vice in Vietnam occurred, except for those
men still in the service. The data in Panel
A in Table 11.2 suggest that most of the men
were draftees, whose scrvice ended when they.
were in their early twenties. Of the oldest
group almost two-thirds had left Vietnam in
1969 or earlier, and this was true for 40
percent of the next age group. This means
that many of them had left .before drug use,
especially heroin use, had’ become common in
Vietnam. The figures in Panel B clearly
establish that the “‘somewhat higher percentages

-0f marihuana and heroin use among'.Vietnam

veterans. are accounted for by those whose
service .was in recent years, not the early
years of, the Vietnam war. For heroin, in
particular, high percentages of use were
found only for men whose Vietnam service
could have been in 1970 or later, .and about
half of -the men in this sample had left
Vietnam before 1970. -

These findings can be-reconciled with' those

- of Robins, -who reported higher rates of heroin

use among Vietnam veterans. Her sample was
drawn from men who 1dft Vietnam in September,
1971, a date chosen precisely because it was
in the summer and fall of 1971 that drub use
in Vietnam geached "epidemic proportions.
Robins (1974:25) hersclf states:

While a long tour of duty in the 1970-71
era might increase exposure to heroin,
it is not clear that an earlier tour

Ln Vietnam would have this cffect, since
it’ was believed (Baker) that before

1969 there was relatively little her01n
in Vietnam.

Another factor to be cousidered is that among
the draftees in Robins' sample, the group
that most clpsely resembles the Vietnam

veterans 'in this sample, 71 percent were born

Q
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in 1949 or 1950.  These men correspond in

age to only two of the eleven coliorts in

this study. The possibility, therefore,
exists that there was a "Vietnam effect" on
drug use in a few cohorts in this sample, but
that this is concealed when the sample as a
whole is cons1dered . . -

In Table 11.3‘thc data on lifetime use of
heroin in the sample are presented in Panel

A for the four catepories of military scrvice
and for each of the eleven birth cohorts.

The data are presented in temms of the per-
centage who used heroin, except that in each
case where the percentage for one of the
three military groups is higher thhn the
percentagd for the nonveterans, thé number
users and the number of men in the cell are
shown, Thus, for Vietnan veterans born in

of

o

F

v

1945, instead‘of an entry of 3 percent, the
flgures show that this percentage reflects _
one man of - the 34 in the cell. .. T

I1f percentages alone were shown, the column
for Vietnam veterans- would show low figures
for heroin use--5 percent. is the hlghest--for
the 1944 through 1948 cohorts. There is then
a steady ihcrease: 1949, 10 percent; 1950,

36 percent; 1950 and 1951, 50 percent; 1953,
100 percent; and 1954, zero percent. However,
the 1944 through 1948, cohorts. include 227

(71 percent) of the 320 men in- the sample who
served in Vietnam. Only 7 of the 227 had a
history of heroin use. ' Thus, in these five
cohorts 3 'percent of the Vietnam veterans

had used her01n, the comparable flgure for
nonveterans was 4 percent, For most af ‘the
men who served in Vietnam, therefore, there .
is no indication that th1s led to 1ncreased
use of heroin.

The number of Vietnam veterans in the 1949
and 1950 cohorts is sizable;.consequently,
the percentages of 10 and 36 in those two
years may be considered reasonably accurate
estimates. 1In contrast, 5 and 3 percent,
respectively, of .the nonveterans born in 1949
and 1950, used heroin. Therefore, it may be

. concluded that Vietnam service increased

heroin use for the men in these two cohorts,
partlcularly those in the 1950 cohort.

For the younger cohorts the numbers in the
cells are so small that one would not usually
treat the percentages as meanlngful "The 50
percent rates of heroin use for Vletnam
véterans born in 1951 and 1952 are based on
8 and 6 cases » respectively; thie 100 percent
rate for 1953 represents one case, and the
zero percent for 1954 is based on two cases.
Whether or not one accepts . the percentages
for thgse four cohorts as an indication that
rates of heroin use associated with-Vietnam
service wyere high, one would still conclude
that they would have no impact on overall
rates of heroin use because the number of men
with Vietnam service is so small.

4
[

For practical purposes, the fact: that 10
percent of all Vietnam veterans in the sample
used heroin, in contrast with 5 percent among
those with no military service, is almost
entirely accounted for by the 1949 and 1950
birth cohorts. Tlis is iprecisely the age
group tliat constituted the majority of Robins'
sample of Vletnam veterans.

The same kind of analysis can be. applied to

the other two columns in Panel A in Table 11.3.
Military service as such clearly did not
increase heroin use; men with stateside service
only showed a lower percentage of use than

men with no service. Men with overscas service

,1.13
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Table”ll.3} Lifetime Use of Heroin and Marihuana by Miliéﬁry Service

A. Lifetime Use of Heroin (Percentages or Fractions)

A

\

\

7 o - MILITARY SERVICE
Year of " Total None - No Overseas Overseas. . Vietnam
Birth (2510) (1646) (294) (250) (3ggi',
1944 2, 2 0 (1/23) . 0 -
: 45 1 0 (1/22) &0 (1/34)
o 46 6 '8 T4 3% S
oo 47 A A (2/31)- 0 "3
¢ © 48 5 5 _ 0 (3/23) 5
\\ 49 FA 5 0 0 (4/40)
o 1950 . 10 © 3 3. (5/18) (13/36)
51 9 7 (3/28) - A 4 4/8)
52 9 7 7. 4/22) (3/6)
53 9 8 (2/19) (1/8) (1/1),
1954 4 4 (1/18) . (2/18) 0
Total 6 5 4 7

/ . !
<.

10'

_ B. - Lifetime Use of Marihuana (Percentages)

LY

MILITARY SERVICE

‘None

Year of Total No Overseas Overseas .Vietnam
Birth £(2510) (1646) _(294) (250) “(320)
1944 39 40 33 43 39
45 34 33 32 33 - 38
46 b, 45 33 32 58
47 49 44 45 50 58
48 57 - 53 56 61 68
49 56 53 51 . 58 . 68
1950 66 60 66 " 83 83
. 51 62 61 61 .67 87
- 52 64 62 56 /i 82 100
53 62 58 84 100 100
1954 59 60 .50 56 ~ 50
Total © 55 54 51 56 . ‘61
Al
.‘Y ,‘ &

O
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'in places other than Vietnam showed a slightly
" higher percentage--7 in contrast to 5. The
numbers are small, but it may be noted that
it again is the 1950 cohort that contributes
the largest number of heroin users.-
The data on marihuana use are presented in
Panel B in Table 11.3, and a stronger Vietnam
effect is suggested. The 1946 through 1950
cohorts show percentages which exceed those
for nonveterans by 13 to 23 points, and the
‘differences ‘are not-a result of small cell
‘size. The higher percentages in the younger
Vietnam cohorts are, -of course, based on the
same small numbers prev1ously discussed with
regard to heroin.

. The veterans with no oy;rseés service showed
a lower percentage of marihuand use than the

-nonvctcrans, and the percentage for - those .

with ovérseas service was negllglbly larger.
Therefore, it appears that military service
as:'such did wot increase marihuana use, but
that Victnam service had some effect,
in the -1946-50 cohorts. It should bc
empha51aed that all that has been shown is an
association between having been in Vietnam
and having used drugs; no evidence has been
‘presented that any of the use of the drugs
begah or even occurred while the men were

in Vietnam,

The dates of Vietnam service were not obtained
in the interview. ' The dates of service were
obtained, as werc the dates of onset of drug
use.. These were used to determine when drug
‘use began in relation to military service
(Table.11.4). When the month of entering
or leaving service was the same as the month
of initial.drug use, it is not known which

primarily

" use.

categories in the table; in’ three of them

the onset of use was clearly before, during .
or after service, and in two catégofies it
was in the same month that the man entered .or
left the servite. :

0Of the Vietnam veterans who used marihuana at
least one-fifth, and possibly three-tenths,
had used it before they entered the 'servite.
At. least half, and possibly- two-thirds, began
"its use while in service. Only 10 to 15
percent began after leaving the military.

The picture is similar for heroin. From 6 to
15 percent had used it before entering.
service, 64 to 85 percent began while in .
service, and 6 to 18 percent initially used
it after leaving the: service. It seems
plausible to assume, but it is only an

" assumption, that much of thé marihuana and
heroin use that began in the service began in
Vietnam. L

In summary, the data show no association
between military ‘service’and current drug
use. Lifetime drug use seems to have been
unaffected by military service or by overseas
service, unless that service was in.Vietnam.
Specifically, Vietnam veterans, show slightly
higher pcrcentages of marlhuana and heroin
lHowever, the increase in heroin use
was concentrated among the men born in 1949
and 1950, and the increase in marihuara use -
was concentrated amornig the men born in 1946
through 1950. 1If one looks at the sample

as’ a whole, military service apparently had
little effect on drug use. ‘

“Included in this sample are precisely those
men who were exposed to the last decade of =
the military draft as well as those who were

A

occurred first. Therefore, there are five exposed to service in Vietnam. Men with
Table 11.4. Onset of Drug Use, Relative to Dates of Entering and Leav1ng )
Service (Percentages) » 5
/ \ Al
® * Marihuana lieroin
- ) P .
Onset’ of Drug Use (197) (33) "
" Before entering scrvice T22 o v 6
" - ‘P
. Immediately before or after . 9 . . 9 ‘
cntering service -
While in service & ) 53 64 '
Immediately before or after 5 12,
leaving service , "
After leaving service -11 " 3 6
Unknown L 3
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militaryvserviqe constitute 'a third of the
sample; yet, all of their drug use, when added

"to that of those;with‘novmilitary service,

" sample by no more than one percentage
This is not inconsistedt with

increased the percentages of use ‘for the total
oint

in Table 11.1.
the fact that drug use was heavy in Viectnam,

* but heroin use.seems to have been heavy for

‘0of the war, and they constitute a

O

a relatively short ‘time; it affected only

those men who were there in the last years
nority of

the men who served. in Vietnam. :

Presumably therc were many factors that

S] operated to-produce the increase in drub use

among young men in the late 196Q§_and early .

ERIC
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1970s; mllltary servlce w?s not . 1mportant
and Vietnam service was of relatively minor
importance ‘among .those factors. Those who
were exposed to drug use in the military or
in Vietnam .may have begun to use drugs earlier
than they otherwise.would have done, but not
many more began.to use than would have been
expected to do so.without experience in the
military. When the focus is on men who were
in Vietnam 'in 1970 and 1971, drug use rates
are ‘high. However, when the focus is

broadened to encompass all of the young mén -~ .
in the 'sample, the effects of mllltary gervice

. on-drug -usc are invisible, ‘and the effect of
‘servicde in Vietnam is 11tt1e more than a

rlpple in a stream.

<
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AR 1mportant concomltant of society's

definition of. drug use as .a social .problem

has been an extensive -éffort in recent years
to provide trecatment and rchabilitation
opportunitics for the drug user. Considerabile
suns of money have been invested to expand
Federal as well as state and local facilities
to provide a Wide variety of treatment
modalities. gecaﬁse of the general interest*
‘in treatment s it relates to' drug use, all. T
men in the sample who, reported any -use of any

-drug, including tobacco, were asked a series

of questions about their Lreatment experlences.

Table 12.1.

Number of Times Treated, All Drugs
< . -

.

L

Obviously, the number of men reporting 'such :. -
experiences will be small in a random sample
.0of the population of young men. Although
small in absoluté ‘terms, this’ number is
highly significant when it ’'is considered in
relation to the extent of drug 'use. -Reported
in this chapter are the findings regarding
the number of men who were ever treated,

‘thé number of times they were. treated and
the drugs for whlcb they wére treated.

The number of times the respondents were ever
treated is shown in Table 12,1. As expected,

Number of Times

Treated ; Ffequenei*: % Total ..
0 2,442 - 97.3
L1 " 45 ‘ 1.8
2 ’ . 13 \\aéiyg 3
, . 3 3 * "
. 4 2 ‘4_'1\" '
) 7
5 1. % -
‘< 5
® - ‘6 E 3 : :
7 0 -
.f:,' PR v - 3 ' 8 ) - ‘ A _l . . ’
: - = :
Total Number of Men Treated 68

*Less (than one-half of onespercent.
' L25S

147
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" than 68.

-treatment was a rare event in the sample

“*under study.,

tobacco?";
_you been-in treatment ?"
were treated,

Only 68 (3 percent) of the men
‘reported one or more treatment experiences in
response to the questions:

\\\\\\undergo
- use of

- "Have you ever

treatment of any kind for your: -
ny drugs, 1nclud1ng alcohol and
"Altogetherb how many times hdve

Of the 68 men who

two~ thirds had been in treat-.

ment only once; the remaining 23 men exper-~

1enced from two to elght periods of treatment

“Whirle the numbe r of men who received treat-

ment -is small,

these men are, neveftheless,
" clustered in terms of the drugs for which . they
- were treated (Table 12.2).

“included in this tabulatlon

Tobacco is not
Because some

men, were tneated For more than one drug, the
sum of the entft®s in this table is greater

treated; however,

~Clearly, usé’ of alcohol and heroin
_resulted in greater absolute numbers of men
relative to the number of

users, heroin was the drug most likely to

lead to.treatment.

Treatment for Heroin Use

Twelve of ‘the light and heavy users of heroin
these meén comprise 34 percent
of the light and heavy heroin users.
.18 heavy users of heroin, .one-half received ¥
.treatment for their use of this drug

were treated;

Of the 148 heroin users
‘14 -perceit were treated One or more times.

Of the

If.

dally use of her01n is taken +as an 1nd1cator

L

',eitent that they requlred treatment dld

of involvement with th}s o
percent) -of -the 47 who_at some timé used the !
drug daily reporited,one or more treatment

experignces.

positively to.the questlon
been physically or’ psychologically dependent,;

on -any drug, or addicted to, any?"

Naming heroin, 43 menoresponded

"Have you ever

0f these

men 15 or 35 percent indicated that they had’
been in treatment for heroln use

Although a relatively small proportlon of’

" the her01n\hsers received some kind of therapy
m

(albeit a

ch larger proportlon than for any’

other drug), it appéars that a significant
-proportion:of the men who used heroin to an

" fact,

recelve treatment.

An

Whether or not treatment was successful is a
question that will require further analysis:of
the data on cessation of use and abstinence.

At this point,

it may be noted that 15 of the

20 men treated for heroin use indicated that
they either reduced their use of heroin.or
stopped using it after their first® éxperlenca

in treatment.

However,

half of these ment who

were treated ‘reduced or stopped. their use of

heroin for less than one month;
ten men,

of the remaining

seven did so for no. more than four

months and only three’for more than six months.

Selected data on the flrst period of treatment
for these 20 men are presentéd in Table 12.3.

" For 13 of then,

¢

Number of Men Receiving Treatment for Spec1f1c

Table 12.2.
Drugs .
7
’ DRUG Agghmrn‘;g ' % OF 'USERS
' ‘Alcohol 27 ¢ o011
\ Marihuanal 5 #v 8
vPsychedelica L1 -» ‘\1.3
Stimulants. 8 ) 1.2
Scdatives ‘ 4 * ’
lleroin® N . 20 ¢ 13.5
Opiates 3. L%
’ . Cocarne 2 x
\ *Less than ‘one percent.,
‘ N i o .
e .

this was the only treatment

]

'



_ Table 12.3.
: : ‘Her01n Use

®

Selected Characteristics of First Treatment Experlence of Those Treate

N

d\for

A. Placé where treated -

Freq. .
Doctor's ‘private 2
. . practlce
Therapeutic communit? _‘ 0
Prison or jail B
 Military clinic or =~ 63"
- hospital |
4 . .
Other clinic or hosp. 10
Other . -1
B Type of treatment
Ind1v1du81. : 7
Group o 8 y
Both . ' ;2
20
C. Voluntary program?
Yeg R 19
R |
.20
. B o
D. Inpaticent-outpatient?
Tnpatient 12
N Outpatient ' v _8
o : 20
E. Methadone used in trcatment?
» : : :
© . Yes 12 .
No -7
. hd 19&1

-

Percent

10

35
40

25
100

63 -

37
100

\

. Type 6f methadone treat-
ment S
—, g =T
. Detoxification C 9.
Maiﬁtenance 3
' 12
G. Length of ‘time intreat-’
ment ’
Unders 1 month ’ -2
1-2 months ~ 3
LY 3t ‘months . o R
T e S e _ )
5-6 months : 2
SRS B months ° 3
'l year or more
Upknown S - i
' B 20
- H. Length of time cut down
or stopped using
Under 1 month N 10
1f2.mohths. : '__' 5
LN o
3-%4 months C , -2
5-6 months \;__D
7?}1 months. : 1
1 ycét or more -2
——
o 20

Freq. ' Percent

10

15

10
15
20

25

100

50

25°

10

o
)

0ne case missing because of incomplete information.

O
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1 . .
: they received. The remalnder werd treated v
' from. two-to four times; however, the later
perigds of treatment differed little from
the' firge one in terms of the var ables shown
1n Tablc 12 3. S

R

“‘Most of “the men were. treated in m itary B8
.clinics or in other clinies ér hospitals,
The type of treatment was almost equally
divided between individual and group thenapy,.
and nearly all of the men entered “the’. troat-
" ment programs, voluntarlly Methadoneswas.

:ﬁ\

4

'In Table 12 4 the 20 treated herOlﬂ users
‘ are compared.with the ‘remaining 128 untreated
userson four characteristics.
" this: tab;e it is.shown that1the tredted men,
! -,tendcd to'be slightdy younger than those who -

In Panel A in

were not treated in terms of. when ‘they first
used heroin. The average number of' years ‘of,
heroin use was' 4.7 among ‘those who were treated
in comparison with 4.0 in the untreated group.
These -findings are .consistent. with the, flgures
on cxtent of use.' Taken together, they suggest
greater involvement with heroin .in the case of

used in 63 pcrcent of the treatments In\9‘V‘ _"the users who regeived treatment. L
" of these’l2 instances, it was used in a ol S
> dctoxlflcatlon program; ‘only threce:'men were Racial d;ffcrénces and- dlfferences in soc1al
“ in mcthadone maintenance programs. The class origin, as measured by father s educa-
‘length- of time in. treatment ranged - from under " tion, were neglrg;ble A md jor difference
one month’to a year or more. COncerned current use of her01n, 65 percent ’
b
e 4
~Table 12.4. Selécted, Characteristics of Treated and Non lrcated Poen o
. Her01n Uscrs . . I . ‘ ,
i T Treated Untreated ’
o o (n=20)2 (n=128)2. - .
. A, Age at.first heroin use A n “ % n Vel
: Under 18 S 25 (5). 11 (22) o .
s b N N : '
: . ~ - 18 - 22 . 65 ”(}3) Y69 (87)
S over 22 : 10 " (2) 13 (17) o .
- T ’ 100 (20) 99 (126)
B. Race o 5 - .
sl ' 3 - .
. ; 3 White 70 (14) 67 (86) ,
SN . . Black. 30¢ (), 28 (36) .
Other e 0" !O) 5 H§62 ’.
! A' ! . . . A
- . 100" (20) . 100 (128)
C. rather's education ) N e
7 s ) "
_Less than high school 39 (7
High school graduate 39 1) >
‘Some college 22 (4 .
’ ' ' o, .
& . D e o 00 " (18)
= ‘D. . Most recent use of heroin : i - . '
‘ Before 1074, : 35 (D) 73 (93) .
- _ ) _ ST
. < » - 1974-75 65 (I3) - _27 _(33)
' 100 (20) - -, 100 (I26)
. E L - A °
“stcuppdntlts betwven these flpurc dnd HubLoLt for ¢ertain”
i 'k g ' Vlllthx‘ rosuPL from missing infolmdtlon on Lho ¥ ‘vartables,
S ' - SR RF : ,
) ' l !_l\:) -
‘%:' 68 ' - .
o SR
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Table 12.,5. Reasons for and Pﬁoblems Associated With Heroin
Use: Treated and Untreated Heroin Users

. ' : Treated- Untreated
A, Reason for use »(n—ZO) i (n=128)
. : % n % n
-To forget troubles : 80 (16) 27 (35)
To relax - 75 (15) - 25 (32)
. It was expected . 45 (9) - 20 (Zﬁ)
, /'n-’\ To get high - ~ - 95  (19) 86 (110)
L From force of habit T 65 (13) . 25 (32)
‘ 'To{ﬁeighten senses ‘ 35 . (7) 137 (16)
Td'pass the: time 65 (13) - 29 (37)
To get through the day 75 (15) 9 (12)
. . ] Treated - Untreated
B. Problems . (n=20) / (n=128)
. ) ' % »n % n
-Health . . 50 (10) 6 (8) - -
: Work . 40  (8) 50 (6) SEm
. S With wife © 50 (10) - - 16 (21) +
. With parents - © 55 (11) ' 9 (11)
) . With friends S ) 11 (14)
‘With the law 35 (7) SN C LN
. . _ . ;
s, ' - ' : .
of the men who had been treated fo¥ heroin ‘to 'get through the day. ''To get high" was a
use were currently using it, in contrast with ° reason given by almost all of the-treated
27 percent of the men who had nmever been '« - men, ‘but it was also endorsed by the maJorlty
treated for use of hexoin. These data suggest of the untreated men.
that users who enter treatment comprise those -
least likely to succeed in term1nating the - At least half of thé men who had been treated.
use of heroin. ot : for .their use of heroin reported problems
o o K with their parents, wife or with their health.
Finally, comparisons-of the treated and - All of the problems were reported more
untreated users are prescited in Table 12.5 frequently by the treated than the untreated
in terms of their reasons for use and problems- users of heroin.

_reported in-connection with their use of : , : .
heroin. Without exception there was greater In summary, relatively few users of any drug
endorsement of each of the reasons for heroin  received treatment for drug use. In this
use among the treated men. Differences ’ ‘connection it must be remembered that the
between the treated and untreated men were sample is restricted to, young men, and drug
greatest for the reasons that are more likely ‘use tended to be more prevalent and more ,
to reflect\addiction, such as to forget extensive among the youngéest of them. It may

. troubles, to -relax, from force of habit and be assumed that use of a drug must extend

T 129
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.some of these. drugs, it is likely that. the

over a'considéiable‘period of time before it
percentages who, eventually are treated will be

troubles the user suff1c1ent1y that he seeks

ERIC
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treatment or before it brlngs him to the
attention of others who pressure him to scek
treatment; as'a result, the low-incidence: of

- treatment in this sample may be a function

of the age of the respondents and Jthe fact -
that they have ‘been.using -drugs a relatlvely
short time.

R

Among those who continue to use

higher. This speculatlon is ‘supported by the
findings for heroin users. It is clearly
those who used heroin more extensively and who
were or came. close to-being addicts, rather
than the experimental users, who experienced .
problems due to their use of her01n, and they
were most likely.to be treated.

&
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Data on the locations where men were living-
at the time of the interview became available
late in the process of preparing this report.
The computer tape has not been checked with
the interview schedules, but it is known that
the location of one respondent is listed-
incorrectly. Consequently, data are avail-.
able for 2,509 rather than 2,510 men. The
importance of the available data justify
"inclusion of a brief discussion of regional
variations.

Data on the lifetime use of all drugs. except
tobacco and alcohol are pfesented in Table
13.1 in terms of the four regions and nine
.major divisions of the United States. The
percentages for the regions are offset and
enclosed in parentheses .to facilitate compar-
isons. !

' -Fbr five of the drugs the rank order of the

regions is the same ; the West had the highest
percentage, and was followed by the Northeast,
North Central and the Southern regions.

Thi® pattern was observed -for marihuana,
psychedelics, stimulants and sedatives; it

“also held for: cocaine, as the apparent tie

~between the North Central and Southern regions

. disdppeared when an ‘extra decimal place -was

used. . A similar pattern appeared for heroin,
except that the position of the Southern

and North Central regions was reversed. The -
only major exception was in use of the other

opiates; the highest percentage was. found in

the North Central region, and it was followed
by the West, South and Northeast. - There are

only minor dlfferences among ,the latter three
reglons ;

' W%th the exception of the opiates, the per-

centages -of use in the West were we) 1 above
the national averages. Without exception

the percentages for the South were below the
national averages, and only for o] :ates did

'

£
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of the national average.

I3 Regional Variations in_ Use

che percentage differ by less than 10 percent
The Northeast tended
to bé above and the North Central region
below the percentages for the total sample,
but the differences were usually small.

When divisions within the regions are examined,
some of the patterns are stable. The Pacific
division had the highest percentage for all
drugs except opiates, and even for opiates
the figure was not much below the percentage
in the total sample. This should not be
generalized too far; almost all of the
respondents in this division were in California.
The Mountain division also had high percentages
of use. » It had the highest percentage for
opiates, and was second only to the Pacific
division. for stimulants, heroin and cocaine.
All of the states in the division were
represented in the sample, but most of the
respondents resided in Arizona, Colorado“and
Montana. N
The East South Central division usually had
the lowest percentage of use; the exceptions
were heroin and cocaine, but even for thése .
drugs, the percentages in this division were
among the lowest and below the national
average. These are probably better estimates
than for most divisions. Kentucky, Tennessee .. \
-and Alabama were well represented, and only
Mississippi was noticeably underrepresented.

The West South Central division tended to have
the next lowest percentages. Texas ‘accounted
for most of the cases, but there were a fair
number of respondents from Louisiana and
Oklahoma; only Arkansas was greatly under-
represented. . .

. The findings were,similar for current drug
use. The data in Table 13.2 again show that
the percentages of use were highest in the < -
West', except for opiates, but there wag a tie

153



Table 13.1. Lifetine Drug Use by Regions and Divisions of U.8, in Which Respondents Lived at Time of Interviey

(Percentages) |
L " Marihuana ‘Psychedelics ~ Stimulants  Sedatives Heroin - 0pi§§es Cocaine
Northeast  (i59) (6 (% () (24) © (@8 ()
© New England . (149) 64 o 28 2% 6 28 7.
- Mid-Atlantic . (310 59 . 26 %8 28 15
North Central (706) . G ey @ (36 '%n
~ East North Central (464) 33 21 23 16 4 36
West North Central (242) o K 2% a4 Ly '11
Swth 0 (48 (1) @ wme o
South Atlantic  (488) 52 20 T 5 N1
East South Central (146) 40 14 + 22 0. 5 23 10
~ West South Central (206) 46 15 43 7 .5 - .8 8
West (1) (63) (28) (38) ) O gy (@
" Mountain w0 a oy 2 1B 1
Pacific (329) © 64 31 oo 8 10 2. W
meofUS. W) G0 e @ Q) (W
mal @) ) @) - @ w @ o w
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Table 13.2. ‘Current (1974-75) Use of Drugs by Regions and Divisions of U.S, in WhiéhIRespondents Lived at ‘Time
- of Interview (Percentages) _

Ay

| W 1

| 'Marihuanaf\ Psychedelics Stimulants  Sedatives Heroin Cocaine )
Northeast | (459) , (45) - (3 . (9)' . (9) ' _(Z)V. | (7) )
New England  (149) = 48 6 9 . 1 2 5 9
Mid-Atlantic = (310) 43 5 9 8 3 8 6
North Central (106) - (35) [C NN ) W) @ 1 ()
East North Central (464) 35 7 11 8 2 12 6
West North Central . (242) 36, 8 16 9 2 15 T
: A ) o r '
South (ss0) (33) | - (7) ® 9 (1) (1) - (5)
South Atlantic  (488) 36 8 . 9 - 1 - v 6
- Bast South Central (146): 27 6 8 6 1 10 6
West South Central (206) 3t 2 .8 -1 1 10 4
Vest - (46l) - (45) §1) B 1) OURN ¢1)) N ¢) IR ) A ¢ V)
Mountain (132) B 6 17 8 2 -8 - 9
Pacific (329) 47 12 w0 11 A 6 12
out of 1S, (43) -+ (3]) (16) ) w 6w o
Total (250 (39) m W e e o m
- — : . : ' \\\\ —
*Less than half of one percent, |
| - [




with the Northeast for current marihuana use.
The South had the lowest percentages for
marihuana, stimulants, heroin and cocaine.
Its highest relative rankings were for.- -

- psychedelics and sedatives, and for thesé '

- drugs the South was tied ‘for second place

- with the North Central and Northeast regions,
respectively, * -

' There was more "variation among the nine
divisions for current than lifetime use.
The Pacific division ‘radked highest for
psychedelics, stimulants, heroin-and cocaine;
it was tied for first place for sedatives,
and it was second highest--and' almost equal
‘to"the Northeast--for marihuana. However,
for opiate ‘'use it ranked eighth.” o

The percentages for lifetime use were high
in the Mountain division, but this region
-was ‘usually in .the middle of the rankings

in terms of:<current use. - Only for stimulants
and cocaine was it as high as second place.
As was the case for 1ifetime use, the East
South Central division had low percentages
of current use, but it was not clearly the
lowest. The West South Central division also
tended to. have low percentages but was tied
for first place on sedative use. .

Regional differences on current and 1ifetime
‘use are not identical; this can be. seen by
examifing the distribution of the_highest and
second highest ranks of tHe seven drugs across
the nine geographical .divisions. TFor 1ife-
time use-the Pacific division_had 6 of these
L4 high percentages, while the Mountain
division had 4, the Northeast 3, and the West
North Central 1. The Middle AtI&ntic division
also had 1, .by virtue of a tie .for second
‘Place for sedatives. The other four divisions
had none of the first or second place rankings.

X
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On'the other hand, for current use'the
Pacific division again had 6 of the'high‘ oo
percentages, while the Mountain, Northeast,
West North Central and South.Atlantic

" .divisions had 2 each, and the Middle Atlantic,

East North Central, South Atlantic and -
West South Central had 1 ‘each. Only pne
division, the East South Central, did %ot
rank as.-high as second for any of the
drugs. : : :

;

~ Part of this difference'is an artifact.

-

There were more ties in the rankings of

cutrrent use; thus, there were more high )
percentages to t3bulate. The percentages

for curr&g&bﬁse fell within a narrower

range, and this increased.the probability

of ties. The fact remains that more of the
divisions ranked high in terms of current

use of one of the drugs than was the case

for lifetime use. ' : .

<

While there were differerces among the four-
regions, it should also be emphasized that
even the region that showed the lowest - ’
percentage for any drug, whether for _
lifetime or current use,, was never far below
the percentage for the nation as a whole,
The differences were greater among the nine "

divisions, but the representativeness of. the f

.sample for these divisions is questionable,

and sampling variation may explain most of
these differences. Further, regional differ-
ences have not yet beeh'examihed in connection
with. gther variables; if, for.example, one
region or.division includéd a high proportion

"of respondents from large cities this would

inflate the rates of drug use ‘in that area.

In later reports the data peftainiﬁgyto regional
variations will be examined in greater

detail. '
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A. oQpiates

. APPENDIX |

Quasi-Medical Use

-

.

The cr1teria used for ClaSSIfYIHg some opiate use as quasi-medical use were

as follows.

Variable

Response accepted as
consistent with quasi-

" medical use

Response regarded ;"
as inconsistent with
quasi-medical use

‘1. Reasons given
for use

2., Frequency and
amount of use

3. Source of drug

-

4. Route of:
-administration

5. VUse:in combination

" with othef drug(s)

. because respondent
liked the effect

6. Spree use

7. .Dependence

'8; Tteatment

9.  Number of opiates

.10. Attribution to

military service

~

il. Use of heroin .

4

To help get to sleep
or relax; to enable

one to get throygh the‘

work day

" No more than once or

twice a week, never in
large amounts

From_own prescription,

or -by purchase or a
gift

Oral
Denjal :
Denial
Denial

Denial

.No more than three

Denial

'Denial

13515? .

~

Any other response,
e.g., to get high
or stoned, boredom,
habi.t

Use almost every
day or use of
large amounts

Any other response,
e.g., stealing

the drug, obtaining
by forged prescrip-
tions

Use of'néedle,
smoking, sniffing
or snorting

Any such use of
combinations of
drugs

Stayed up 6: high on

an opiate for more

" than a day at a time

Report of gphysical
or psycholdgical
dependence on or

addiction to opiates

Any treatment for
use of opiates

Four or more
different opiates
used

Statement that
drug would not
have been used if
man -had not been
in the service

Admitted
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The criteria are not equally important, and there are arbltrary elements in

- high, stayed hig

_1ncluded'_

several of thmnir‘kxthe other hand, if‘'a man stqted he .used opiates to get.
for more than a day at a time or combined them with other
drugs because heg liked the effect, such a single response would seem to

,Justlfy the concluslon that ot all of h1s use of opiates was quasi- medlcal

There wére 286 users.of oplates who met a11 of the eleven criteria. These
199 of the 499 who had used less 'than 10 times; 80 of the 225 who
- to 99 times; 6 of the 42 who had used 100 to 999 times; and 1 of
the 13 whqgihad used 1000 t1mes or more.  These 286 men are class1f1ed as
quasl-me al users. .

The requlrement that all of the criteria had to be met may seem too rigid;
perhaps those who.met 9 or 10 of the 11 should also be regarded as quasi-
medical users. There were 129 men who falled to-meet only one criterien,
Of these, 86 failed the first one; they. stated, for example, that .they had

‘used .opiates to get high. An additional 12 men had used a route of admini-

stration other than oeral, 11 attributed their opiate use to military service,
and 9 admitted a period of daily use or use of large amounts. -Four men had
used opiates.in combination with another’ drug be¢ause they  liked the effect,
and four had obtained oplates byl means other than purchase or gift. For .
these cases there is reason to belleve that some of the man's use of opiates
was not quasi-medical.

This leaves three cases, of whom one used more thaf three different oplates
and two used heroin. The decision not to classify these men as quasi-
medical users was arb1trary, ‘but it makes little practlcal difference because
all three men are ClaSSlfled as experlmental users. : :
There were 146~ men who met all but two- of the criteria, but 144 of these were
excluded *on such grounds as the reasons given for use, frequency and amotint
of use, source of the drug and the route of addjnlstratlon. ’

¥

B. Stimulants

The same eleven criteria were used for the stimulants, except that use of

" cocaine was substltuted for Uise of heroin, '"to stay awake or alert" was

=

substituted for "to help get to sleep or relax" and all references to oplates
were changed to st1mu1ants o

There were 108 users of stimulants who met all 11 criteria: 86 among the
293 who had used less than 10 times; 19 among the 261 who had used 10 to
99 times; 3 among the 102 who had used 100-999 times; and none among the 33
who had used. 1000 times or more. These 108 men are classlfledbas quasi- -
medical. : : ’ E B

There were an additional 157 men who failed to meet only one cr1ter10ma 0f

- these, 98 gave reasons for use such as to get high. An additional 18 men

-had used cocaine, and 14 had stayed high on stimulants more than a day at

a time. Ten men had used stimulants in combination with othex drugs, and
six attributed their use of stimulants to mllltary service. Four men had
used on a daily basis or in large quantities, and four had used other than
oral routes of administration. Two said they had been dependent on stimu-
lantsy and one man had used more than three different _stimulants. The first
four of these critéria were involved in 116.cases of the- 119 who failed two
of the crlterla. .

The-classification of the few cases who failed to meet one criterion again
makes little practical difference, since 14 of the" 19 were experimental users,

* - and the remaining five had used . lO 99 times. Again, therefore, only those

men who met all 11 criteria were classified as quasi- med1ca1 users.

NEA
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C. Sedatives
b . ¢
't . The criteria were ‘the same as those for opiates, except that use of heroj
was eliminated, and all references to .opiates were -changed to sedatives. :
There were 99 men who met all 10 criteria: 86 among the 263 who had used .
; :less ‘than 10 times; 12 among the 170 who had used '10-99: times; 1 -among the -
- 59 who'had used 100-999" times; and none.among the 16 who had used 1000 times
' or. more. These 99_men are classified‘as'quasiJmedicaL users of sedatives.
- There were an additional 174 men who failed to meet only one criterion. Of
these 158 gave reasons for use such as to get high., Five men said.they would
not have used sedatives if they had doq,been'in the military service, and
.. four had used sedatives in combination withrother drugs. Three men had used- A
more than three different sedatives, and two had used them on a daily basis
.or in large amounts. One man had stayed.high on sedatives for more than a
day at a time, and one considered himself to have beén dependent on sedatives.
. Among the 92 men who failed two.criteria, 85.did so by the reasons* given for
" use, As with opiates and sedatives the decision was made to classify as ’ R
quasi-medical users only those men who met all 10 criteria. o
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: Sggc{fic.Drugs“Used Wiéﬁin‘Drug Classes

o A. 'Esychedeiics.
R ) (550 Users) '

. e
Used no psychedelics . 1960 ~ 'Mescaline
"ol . . 170 . ' LSD
"2 9% . C THC
", 3 83 . o o ‘Peyote
M4 68 * Psilocybin
" 5 53 ’ PCP .
"6 39 : STP
v 7 _ 21 o DMT
"8 14 ' . MDA ‘ 
"9 : . 6 - Belladonna
Number used unknown - 2 . Mushrooms’ )
Total users g : 550 0 5507 : Morning Glory Seeds
- Total sample. = ' C 2,510 - . DET P
: ' T ' o " Other or Don't Know
A ~ + B. Stimulants
.7 v ] (689 Users) BN

395.

382

298 °

157

156

108

70
64
21

7

5

4
1

23,

361
327-
253
245
68
54
43
39

35 .

20
6

. . o~ -

Used no stimulants 1821 V7 Amphetamine

"1 330 - Benzedrine

" 2 138 Dexedrine

"3 . "93 - - ‘Methedrine

" 4 ’ 65" : . -+ Dexamyl

" 5 ’ ' 25 . *" ‘Unknown

L 16 e . Ritalin

" 7 8 " Preludin

" 8 3 "White Crosses"

"9 2" "Black Beauties"

" 10 0. Desoxyn .
L § ] » 1 "Uppers", "Pep Pills",etc 24
Number used unknown 2 .

Total users 2 68Y. . 689
-Total .sample 2,510
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e, R . = C. Sedatives R '
B o _ (508 Users) .- o - :

Used no sedatives ’ 2002 - . o Valium', - o 272
oA T 203, - : o ~ Seconal 254
" 2 . 98 ) ‘ ; Quaalude, Sopors 198

no g ’ 73 - Librium, Libritabs " 140
LA ] 33 Tuinal ' 135
w5 o 25 o Phenobarbital ' 120

" oog : ‘ 26 - L R Nembutal 110
T 15 : . Amytal . 31
noog 14 : *Equanilaeor Miltown 24

" 9 4 7 .. > - . -16

n 10 3 rbl 15
"1l 4 Doriden’ S 15
"oq2 2 9 Placidyl .15

', Number used unknown 5 “""Downers" 8
. e Valmid 8

Total users o ) 508 .___ 508 - Butiscl 7

_ Toatal sample 2,510 Luminal 3
S ' Noludar 3

. el . N K
. : B . ‘Veronal 2
' ' Other or“Don't Know. 42
. : . o " D. Opiates - : . -
(779 Users)

Used no opiates : ) 1731~ Codeine - 482
o 1- 418 . Darvon . 375
"2 172 Opium . . 209
w3 64 - Opiated hashis . 208
LU/ 42 . ’ Demerol o101
"3 ' 28 ) .Morphine 74.

" 6 17 B & . . Paregoric . 65

" 7 12 Methadone . 62

" 8 14 . L . Percodan ) ' 35
"9 6 . Talyin , 31
"0 6 Dilaudid ' 718
o N E Laudanum ° ’ ) 5

Total users 779 . . 779 o Hycodan 3
Total sample . - 2,510 o Other -~ 6

N
'

-

-
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' Used no:inhalants,_
" 1 o
. w9 Lo
o . L 1 3
LS
1 5
" . ’
i " 7
% Total users =
Total sample
N .
.
)
i
r!r ' ., J‘
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L

E. Inhalants

" (399 Users) ... ..

R

o 2111
300 ¢

66

20

8

‘2 - q .

2 -

1" - . / -

7399 §399 :
2,510~ °

2
1

i

F. Other Drugs

Airplane glue 188

- Amyl Nitrite - 126
Aerosél sprays o6l
Nitrous oxide 47
Ether s 29
Gasoline 21
Toluene i ’
Thinners ’ _
Freon "

. 'Lighter fluid

" Cdarbon Tetrachloride -
Contact cement .

‘Nail polish reméver .
Other ' S
- .-,.‘—,

Thorazine . 104
Elavil ) 22
Millaril 22
Compazine - * 15
Stelazine 10
Tofranil 6
- Sparine -3
Serpasil 3
Marplan 1
140
| 152
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Note: Nine dru classes or specific drugs were. included in the study, tobacco, alcohol

. marihuana, psychedelics, stimulants, ‘sedatives, heroin, opiites and’jcocaine. These are not
listed‘in the inﬂ!? because when any of,them is mentioned all- are &ormally discussed in the -
text; Bo a genera reference to drugs ‘suffices to locate thé nine cldsses. There are a few
qxceptions, when~0pby a1cohol marihuana or. heroin,are d1scussed, an& these are listed

B _ . »
. - R . ) . - - . . "L h-
.:..’- . v ’ s . ) . ;v. 0/‘\‘}
. Addiction (see Consequences of drug use) ' 'Contacts) N '/L> o
' Age (see also Blrth cdhorts) ; - Cost of drugs " (see Reasons)
and military service, 120-124 co , Countercultural activ1t1es, 114- 117
i and Total -drug use, 110-111 ° Credibility of dataj;."7-8
o at first use of drugs, 51-57 . .. " Crime, ‘and drugs, 81- 97 S112-113° _
by year of first ‘usey 52 57 - Criminal justice contacts, 81, 89-97
changes in, 52-57 i e Current employment ;. :
at’ risk, 56-57, 59 : ' and current prevalence, 38
) correction for, in estimates; 43-47 " - and-1ifetime prevalence, 22-23 :
of occurrence of self-reported cr1mina1 © . Current family status, 21-22, 38- 39 111-112
- acts, 84~88. y,. "% { Co Cirrent student status, 20- 21
of registration with 1ect1ve SerV1ce, 3 Current use of drugs (see Prevalence, current)
range in sample, 3, 8*11 o- ) " Dealers (see Obtaining drugs)
Alcohol, use in general population, 1 . ) < Dependence on drugs (see Reasons. for not’ using,
Armed robbery (see Crime) . / : ’ " Consequences of drug, use)
Arrests (see Criminal justice contacts) Disapproval of drug use (see Reasons for not
Associations between use of pairs of drugs, . . using)
98-102 Dislike of drug effects (see Reasons for not .
Attitudes of respondents, 73 75 116 117 . © using) - .
Adto theft (see Crime) ! - Driving while intoxicated (see Crime)
- Availability of drugs (see also Reasons for' and extent of alcohol use, 25-27, 113
use), 60-61, 73, 75 . ﬁ_ - . " Drug- class1f1cat10n, 13-14
Bad checks (see Crime) ) . Drug use (see Prevalence, current and lifetime)
Bad trips (see. Consequences of; drug use) among known users, 7 - .
Benefits of drug use, 76-80 * ' by friends, 60-61, 69, 71- 73
" Birth cohorts .(also see Age) | =>f. : - » effects on health (see Reasons for not
and current use, 35-36 L S, rusing) .
" and lifetime use, 14-15 ° R ) expected in situation (see Reasons for
and year of first use, 53-59 . ‘ v using)
/ differences .inh size of, 51 . . number of tﬂmes used (See Extent of use)
differences in Proportion of users, 51 53 ' specific drugs used within classes, 138- 140
Boredom (see Reasoﬂs~£Q;§use) . : among young men, 1-134
" Breaking and entering (sée Crime) AN Ear11est use of drugs, 55-57 °
Buying\drugs and Crlminal Justice contacts, : - Education of respondents
95-97 o ' sand collegé major, 21
‘Cannabis.. Included under "marihuana.' ~:t“‘ : and crime,. 89-93 ) '
-Cessation of 'use, 41, 68-69, 71 . and current student status,.20-21°
" Chances of future use of drugs, 33, 597§0, . )r and current pre;Flence,~37 38
70-71 . . ) B and ethnic groups, 18-21 f”;
City size : o o o -+and lifetime prevalence, 18-21
of .residence at . 1nt%§v1ew, 38- 39 u . and Total drug ,use, 111-112 :
of residence.to age 18, 17- 18 G Effect of drug use (see Consequences of drug
and ethnic groups, 18 ) P S use, Benefits, Problems) . ‘
and estimates, 43-47 - v . on life of respondents; 77-80
Class, subjective 1dentif1cation, 23 .é_;v Employment, current
* College major ° . TS and "current prevalence, 38

o -

-  and current prevalence, 38 g and ethnic groups, 23
"~ and lifetime prevalence, 21 . _._8nd lifetime prevalence, 22-23
Confidentiality - ’Qa . - and Total drug use, 111-112
of Selective Service files, 4 ‘?ﬁwi Epidemic, drug, 48-61 :
of study data, 6-7 : . Estimates, of drug use in popuhntion, 42- 47
Consequences .of drug use, 78-80, --107, 109 - - Ethnic groups
Conventionality, &nd lifetime use,. 21- 22 S and Eirth cohorts, 18, 32 ~
Conviction, of crime (see Criminal justice X ~ and crime, 89 93 3
o o e -
¢ RS SR | ?
| \ L 2 g /1 A _ ’
o ' SV A s
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Ethnic groups (cont.) justice contacts)
.and current employment, 32 ) . . Law, problems with the (see Problems,
and current family status, 32 " and Cr\iminal justice contacts, ¢5-97
and current prevalence, 36-38 - Lifetime Uge (see Prevalence, lifetime)
and current student status, 3277 ) ' Loss of corjtrol (see Reasons for not using)
and education, 32 S Mainlining J(see Routes of drug admlnlstratlon)
and lifetime prevalence, 15-16, 18 % .Marriage (fee also Current family status)
and marriage, 32 - and Tofal drug use, 111-112 ’ »
and size of city of residencd to age 18 Maturatign effects on drug use, 48-59 AR
32 ) "Memory ldss. (see. Consequences of drug use)
and Total drug uke, 110- 111 ‘ : Militaryjservice and drug use, 118-124
"Ever" use of-drugs (see Prevalence, 11fet1me) Moral, r 1igious factors (see Reasons for not
Extent of alcohol use . : o using)
and consequences of use, 26, 78 - Multiple drug use (see also Total drug use),
and crime, 26, 84-85 _ T : 98- 104 .
Extent of marihuana use R ' Natural history of drug use, 2
and availability of drugd, 59-61 Needle (see Routes of drug administration)
and chances of future use of drugs 59-61 Obtaihing drugs, 62864 . .
and crime, 81-83, 89-93 : Opjinions (see Attitudes of respondents)
and use of drugs by friends, 59-61 Oral use (see “Routes of drug administration)
Extent of llfetlme use, 23-31 Overseas service (see Military service)
alcohol, 25-27 . Patterns of drug use (see Multlple drug use,
" cocaine, 27 s ‘ Total drug use) di
heroin, 27 ' ‘ ’ JPayment to respon nes, 5- 6
marihuana, 27-28 _ L " “police (see Problems)‘
opiates, 27, 29-30 } Prescrlptlons, as source of drugs (see
psychedelics, ‘27 . i Obtaining drugs)
sedatives, 27, 30 forged (see Crime) - ,
stimulants, 27, 30 : . Prevalence, annual, 59
tobacco, 27 Prevalence, current, 33-41
Flghts (see Consequences of-.-drug use) . - and birth cohorts, 35-36 '
Follow-up studies, ) and college major, 38 '
" of alcoholics, 1 ' : : and current family status, 38- 39
‘of opiate users, 1, 118, 121 ~ ‘ and education, 37-38
-..Forgery (see Crime). BV Lt and current employment, 38
Forget worries (see Reasons for use) and ethnic group$, 36-37
Gambling, illegal (see Crime) - . and experimental use, 33-36
Geographic variation in drug use (see Regional *t and lifetime preyglgnce, 40-41
variation) . . . and militaryusegéige, 119-120 -
Growing, as source of drugs (see Obtaining and“tregions of |U,&¥ 131, 133-134
drugs) . and size of cityyd \current residence,
.Habit (sec Reasons for use) ' : 38-39, 41 5
Hashish, hashish oil. " Included as marihuana. defined, 33-36
Health (sec Problems, Reasons for not us1ng) Prevalente, lifetime, 13- 32
Heighten senses (sce Reasons for using) _ and. birth cohorts, 14-15
High (see Reasons for using) . and college major, 21
Historical cffect, 53-54, 56 D ) and conventionality, 21-23
Incidence of drug usc, 48-59 and curfent émployment, 22-23
,~ Ppeak years, 50-52, 56-57, 59 o and current family stgtus, 21-22
. mechanisms of increase.in® 51, 53 . and current student status, 20-21
Injection (sen Routes of’ drug admlnlstratlon) and current prevalence, 40-41
Interview . and education, ‘18-21
completion rate, 8 : : o and ethnic groups, 15-16, 18 \
-6 schedule, 4-5 - ' o and extent of use, 13
- pretests, 5 - ) - and marriage’, 21-22.
Interviewers, 5-7 ' and military service, 118- 124
Involvement with drugs, 101 % ) and regions of U,S., 131-134
Intramuscular injection (see Routes of drug " and size of city of'residence to age 18,
administration) i 17-18
Intravenous injection (see Routes of drug defined, 13
ndminlstratlon) . : Problems (see also Coasequences)
Juvenile correctioml facllities (seo Crimlnal due to drugs, 78-80
justice contacts) : due to herpin use, 129
Juvenite court appearances (see Lr1m1na1 and treatment, 129
143 o>
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Piblic Intoxication (see_ Crime)

Y.  and Criminal justice contacts, 95-97

Q¥asi-medical use of drugs, 27-31
Quitting drug use (see Cessation)
Race (see Ethnlc groups)

. Redsons for Use and nonuse, 65-71

‘and treatment for heroin use,- 126 129
chlonal variations in.use, 131-134
Relax (see Reasons)
Resecarch objectives, 2-3
Residence (see Size of city, Regional
variations)
Routes of drug administration, 63-65
Sample

age range in, 2-3

comparison of interviewed with noninter-

viewed men, 8-11

New York City, 3, 7

registration years, 4 ’ '

selection, 3-4

sizey, 2, 8-11
Scrip passing ‘(sce Crimes)
Selective Service, 2-4
Self-reported criminal acts (see Crime)

and Ctiminal justice céntacts, 95-97
Selling drugs and Criminal justice contacts,
95-97

and Total drug use; 113
Sentence, prison (see Criminal JUStlLe
contacts)
Shoplifting (sce Crlme)

and Criminal justice contacts, 95- 97
Size of city

of residence at tlme of interview, 38- 39

C 41

of residence ‘to age 18, 8-11

ol residence and crime, 89-93

and Total drug use, 110-111 . N
Skinpopping. (sec Routes of drug adm1n1§tratlon)
Sleep (SCL Reasons)

.Smoking (see Routes of'drug'administration)

not ‘condition. for marihuana use, 98, 100
Sniffing (see Routes of drug adminlstration)
Social class (see Class)

Specific drugs used w1th1n drug classes,
138-140

Stedling (see Crime)

Subcutaneous injection (see Routes of drug
administration)

)
THC, classified as psychedelic, 13
Time order of drug use, 102-104
Total drug use (see also Prevalence, lifetime,

Multiple drug use), 105-117 . | .
and activities of peers, 113-114
and age, 110-111
and attitudes toward unconventional .
behavior, 116-117.
~and -cohabitation, 111- 112 -
and consequences of drug” use, 107, 109
and countercultural act1v1t1es, 114 117
and crlme, 112-113~
and current famlly status,;lll 112
" and educatlon 111-112
and employment, 111-112
and ethnic groups, 110-111
and marriage, 111-112 .
and residence to age 18, 110-111
and use of drug classes, 107-108
‘construction of Index of, 105-107
validity of Index of, 107, 109
Traffic violations (see Criminal justice
contacts)
Transmission of drug use, 59-61
Treatment for drug use, 125-130 _
Trouble with the law (see Reasons, Problems)
Vietnam, service in (see Military service)
Work (see Employment, Problems)
Year of birth (see Age)

'Year of first use (see Incidence)
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